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The Rocky Flats site is a 6,240-acre former nuclear defense facility operated by the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE). The DOE is completing cleanup o f  the site under oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department o f  Public Health and Environment. Under the Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001, the site wi l l  become the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge following 
certification f rom the EPA that cleanup and closure have been completed. The Rocky Flats site is located a t  the 
interface of the Great Plains and Rocky Mountains, where it supports a diverse mosaic of vegetation 
communities. Many areas o f  the Rocky Flats site have remained relatively undisturbed for the past 30 to  50 
years, allowing them to  retain diverse natural habitat and associated wildlife. Important vegetation communities 
on the site include the rare xeric tallgrass grassland and the tal l  upland shrubland communities. Rocky Flats 
also supports populations of the threatened Preble's meadowjumping mouse, as well as a herd o f  about 160 deer. 

Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/E IS). It describes and analyzes four management.alternatives for: the ' . 

Alternative C - Ecological Restoration, and Alternative D - Public Use. Wildlife-dependent public uses are.  . ' . ' . :. 
considered to  be appropriate uses on  National Wildlife Refuges, and were considered in the development of the 
alternatives. Some of the greatest benefits would come from road removal and revegetation, weed management, 
and Preble's habitat management. The greatest impacts t o  Refuge resources would be the result of reduced 
resource management in Alternative A, and increased visitor use in Alternatives B and D. The Final CCPlE lS 
provides responses to  comments received on the Dra f t  CCP/EIS. 

, . .  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has prepared this Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 

site: Alternative A - N o  Action, Alternative B - Wildlife, Habitat and Public Use (Preferred Alternative), 

. .  . 

' . , . > '  

The Final CCPlE IS is available for  review a t  http://rockyflats.fws.gov. The U.S.,Fish and Wildlife Service wil l  
issue a Record of Decision on the CCP no sooner than 30 days after the Notice of Availability for  the Final 
CCP/EIS is published in the Federal Register. Comments concerning this Final CCPlE lS should be sent to: 

Laur ie Shannon, Planning Team Leader 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal - Building 121 
Commerce City, CO 80022 

Phone: (303) 289-0980 
Fax: (303) 289-0579 

Email: rockyflats@fws.gov 
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Summary 

Summary 

THE ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

This document is a Final Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan (CCP) and Environmental I mpact Statement 
(EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
(Rocky Flats NWR). The CCP wil l  guide 
management o f  Refuge operations, habitat restoration 
and visitor services for the next 15 years. The E I S 
evaluates and compares four alternatives t o  managing 
wildlife, habitats and human use o f  the proposed 
Refuge. It also discloses effects o f  restoration and 
visitor use on important physical, biological, social and 
cultural resources. 

The Rocky Flats site is a 6,240-acre former nuclear 
defense facility operated by the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE). All weapons manufacturing was 
performed in a 600-acre area in the middle of the site 
known as the Industrial Area. In 1992, the mission of 
the Rocky Flats site changed from weapons production 
to environmental cleanup and closure. The D O E  is 
completing the cleanup in accordance with the Rocky 
Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) under oversight by 
the US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
the Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment (CDPHE). 

TIM Refuge provides habitat for elk. 

Five sequential steps must be completed before Rocky 
Flats becomes a Refuge. These steps are: 

1. Service completes final CCP/E IS  and issues 
a Record of Decision 

2. D O E  completes site cleanup except for 
operations and maintenance of cleanup 
monitoring facilities 

Under the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 
2001 (Refuge Act), the 6,240-acre Rocky Flats 

3, EPA certifies completion of the cleanup 

Environmental Technology Site wil l  become the Rocky 
Flats N W R  following certification from the EPA that 
cleanup and closure have been completed. A t  that  
time, the U.S Fish &Wildl i fe Service (Service) wi l l  
assume management responsibility for most of the site. 

4. D O E  transfers land to  Department of the 
Interior 

5. Department of the Interior establishes the 
Refuge and Service begins management and 
implementation of the CCP 



The Service understands that some members of the 
public remain apprehensive about potential public use 
at Rocky Flats NWR due to the site's history. In all 
alternatives, the Service would brief visitors about the 
site's transformation from a nuclear weapons 
production facility to a National Wildlife Refuge. In 
the alternatives that allow for expanded public use, the 
Service would address public concerns about the 
safety of the Refuge by providing clear information 
that educates visitors about access restrictions and 
public use opportunities. This information would be 
available at all trailheads. The Service also would 
work with the DOE to develop signage and fencing or 
another means of boundary demarcation to clearly 
identify all areas that would be retained by DOE and 
are closed to public access. 
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REFUGE SIGNIFICANCE 

In the Refuge Act, Congress identified the following 
significant qualities about the Rocky Flats site: 

The majority of the site has generally 
remained undisturbed since its acquisition 
by the government. 

The site preserves valuable open space 
and striking vistas of the Front Range 
mountain backdrop. 

The site provides habitat for many wildlife 
species, including a number of threatened 
and endangered species, and is marked by 
the presence of rare xeric tallgrass prairie 
plant communities. 

REFUGE PURPOSE 

The Refuge Act identified four purposes of the Rocky 
Flats NWR: 

Restoring and preserving native ecosystems. 

Providing habitat for, and population 
management of native plants and migratory 
and resident wildlife. 

Conserving threatened and 
endangered species. 

Providing opportunities for compatible 
scientific research. 

The Refuge Act also provided some direction for 
managing the Refuge. The Service is to manage the 
Refuge to ensure that wildlife-dependent public uses 
and environmental education and interpretation are th 
priority public uses of the Refuge. 

VISION 

During the initial planning process;the Service 
developed the following vision statement to describe 
what will be different in the future as a result of the 
CCP and to capture the essence of  what the Service is 
trying to accomplish at the Refuge: 

Rocky Flats National Wildlve Refcge is a 
healthy expanse of grasslands, shrublands 
and wetlands, including rare xeric tallgrass 
prairie, where natural processes s u p p r t  a 
broad range of native wildlife. The RefiLge 
provides striking mazcntuiz and prairie views 



and opportunities to app-eciate the Refuge 
resources in an urbanized area through 
compatible wildlijie-dependent public uses 
and education. Working with others, the 
Refuge conserves the unique biotic 
communities and sustains wildlijie 
populations at the i n t e a c e  of mountains 
and prairies on Colorado's Front Range. 

GOALS 

The Service also developed a set of goals to guide the 
planning effort and Refuge management: 

Wildlijk and Habitat Management 

Conserve, restore and sustain the biological diversity 
of the native flora and fauna of the mountainlprairie 
interface with particular consideration given to 
threatened and endangered species. 

Public Use, Education and InterpretaEion 

Provide visitors and students high quality 
recreational, educational and interpretive 
opportunities and foster an understanding and 
appreciation of: the Refuge's xeric tallgrass prairie; 
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlife; 
the history of the site; and the National Wildlife 
Refuge System (NWRS). 

Saf@ 
Conduct operations and manage public access in 
accordance with the final Rocky Flats' cleanup 
decision documents to ensure the safety of the Refuge 
visitors, staff and neighbors. 

Efleective and Open Cmmunicutbn 

Conduct a variety of communication outreach efforts t i  
raise public awareness about the Refuge programs, 
management decisions, and the mission of the Service 
and the NWRS. 

Working with Others 

Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals, 
government agencies, non-governmental organizations, 
and others to promote resource conservation, 
compatible wildlife-related research, public use, site 
history, and infrastructure. 

Rejkge OperaEions 

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff to 
fulfill the Refuge vision and purpose. 

I nformed the public about Rocky Flats 
NWR (planning updates, website, public 
meetings, presentations). 

Provided public input on key issues. 

Provided help in determining management 
direction of Rocky Flats NWR. 
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Goldfinch and a variety of bird species present 
opportunities for wildlijie obse-runtion. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
. Throughout the CCPlE IS development process, the 

Service has solicited input from the public. Public 
involvement in the planning process ensured that 
interested and affected individuals, organizations, 
agencies and governmental entities were consulted and 
provided opportunities to participate. Public 
involvement has: 

o 
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THE REFUGE'S'RESOURCES 

The Rocky Flats site is located a t  the interface of the 
Great Plains and Rocky Mountains. The western half 
o f  the site is characterized by the relatively level Rocky 
Flats pediment, which gives way t o  several finger-like 
drainages that slope down to the rolling plains in the 
eastern portion of the site. 

A diverse mosaic of vegetation communities is found a t  
Rocky Flats. Two of these vegetation communities, the 
xeric tallgrass prairie and the tall upland shrubland, 
are considered to be rare in the region. Other 
vegetation communities include riparian woodland, 
riparian shrubland, wetlands, mesic mixed grassland, 
xeric needle and thread grassland, reclaimed mixed 

grassland, and ponderosa pine wocdland. I .  adjacent to  the Rock Creek and Woman Creek . 
drainages. A resident herd of about 160 deer inhabit Many areas o f  the Rocky Flats-site have remained 

relatively undisturbed for the.last 30 to'50 years, 
allowing them to retain diverse habitat and associated Cultural surveys have identified reco&d' 

the regional network of protected open space that 
surrounds Rocky Flats on three sides and buffers 
wildlife habitat f rom urban development. Preble's 
meadowjumping mouse (Preble's), a threatened 
species, Occurs in every m a o r  drainage on the Refuge, 
as well as wetlands and shrubland communities 

. .  Afield of wildflowers. 

. +  
I ,  

. the site and elk are occasionally present.. 

' wildlife. These wildlife communities are supported by 45 cultural sites or isolated artifacts at Rbcky Flats'. 
None o f  the identified cultural resources are 
recommended as eligible for listing in the National' 
Register of Historic Places. However, the Lindsay 
Ranch within the Rock Creek drainage provides 
opportunities to interpret the early history of 
settlement and ranching on the prairie. 

The Rocky Flats site is located a t  the intersection of 
Jefferson, Boulder and Broomfield counties.. The site 
is surrounded by open space to  the north, east and 
west, and urban development to  the northeast and 
southeast. Other nearby land uses include mining 
operations, wind energy research, and water collection 
and storage facilities. 

ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS EIS 

The legislation establishing Rocky Flats NWR requires 
that  the Department of Energy (DOE) retain 

jurisdiction, authority and control over portions of the 
Rocky Flats site necessary for cleanup response 
actions. D O E  anticipates that it wil l  need to  retain land 
in and around the current Industrial Area in order to 
maintain institutional controls and protect cleanup and 
monitoring systems. 

Management alternatives for the DOE-retained lands 
are not considered in this CCP because the lands will 
not be part  of the Refuge and the Service will not have 
authority to  decide how those lands should be managed. 
The Service is recommending a fence that allows 
wildlife movement be built around the retained area to 



DOE does not anticipate transferring any lands that 
would require additional safety requirements for either 
the Refuge worker o r  the visitor. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Four alternatives were developed following the public 
scoping process and a workshop involving the planning 
team and Service staff. The alternatives are analyzed in 
detail in this CCPlE I S and summarized briefly below. 

ALTERNATIVE A No ACTION 

In the No Action Alternative, the Service would not 
develop any public use facilities and would not 
implement any new management, restoration, o r  
education programs a t  Rocky Flats. In this 
alternative, the Service would continue to  manaqe the 

I t  
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removal and revegetation of unused roads and stream 
crossings, management of deer and elk populations, 
and protection of Preble's meadowjumping mouse 
habitat. Restoration would strive to  replicate pre- 
settlement conditions. 

Visitor use facilities would include about 16 miles of 
trails, a seasonally staffed visitor contact station, 
trailheads with parking, and developed overlooks. One 
trai l  down to  the Lindsay Ranch would be open soon 
after Refuge establishment, while the remainder of the 
public use facilities would open after 5 years, when 
restoration is well underway. Most  of the trails would 

bicycie, horse, or  car. A limited public hunting program 
would be developed in, collaboration w i th  Colorado , 

Division o f  Wildlife (CDOW): ' ' ' 

use existing roads. Public access would be by foot, 
I .  

I .  

.. . ' I . . . . . .  . , r 
8 , .  

,, . . , ' ; ;  ,,: . ~ . ' I ,  . c .  .. I . , ,.> .. . .  1 .. , . .  , .  ., . 

.. . . ' . :: 1 1,800-acre Rock Creek' Reserve in'accordance.wyth. the ,.... OnT and off-site.,environmental education programs ': 's. , , .  . 
, .. . . .  , L I 

.!' 5 ,  4 . 
. ,.. . ... . .  . .  . ,  . 

Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural Resources' . 
Management Plan (DOE 2001). .; ,.pr,imarily . .  . target high school and college students. . .' ' 

Management activities within the Rock Creek Reserve 
would include ongoing resource inventories and 
monitoring, habitat restoration, weed control, and road 
removal and revegetation. Public use opportunities 
would be limited to  guided tours. 

would focus.on the'prair ie ecosystem.and would 

The Service would provide compatible scientific 
research opportunities that  focus on wildlife habitat 
and interactions between wildlife and human use. 
Partnerships would be sought f rom federal, state and 
municipal agencies and private entities t o  help achieve 
Refuge goals and to  conserve contiguous lands. 

. .  
. .  

. .  
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ALTERNATIVE B: WILDLIFE, HABITAT AND PUBLIC USE 
ALTERNATIVE C: ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Alternative B, the Service's Preferred Alternative, 
emphasizes both wildlife and habitat conservation 
along with a moderate level o f  wildlife-dependent 
public use. Refuge-wide habitat conservation would 
include management of native plant communities, 

Alternative C emphasizes Refuge-wide conservation 
and restoration of large areas of wildlife habitat. 
Restoration and management activities would strive to  
replicate pre-settlement conditions. Restoration efforts 
would focus on disturbed areas such as road corridors, 
stream crossings, cultivated fields and developed areas. 

The Lindsay Ranch 
bani would be an 

ir&rpret?iue site in 
Alterriutive R. 



Limited public use and minimal facility development 
would occur in this alternative. Any facilities on the 
Refuge would be built for specific resource protection 
and management purposes. A single, 3,700-foot long 
trail would provide access to the Rock Creek drainage, 
but access would be limited to guided tours only 
Environmental education programs would be limited to 
local distribution of educational materials about the 
Refuge and its ecological resources. 

In Alternative C, the Service would facilitate increased 
opportunities for applied research relating to long-term 
habitat changes and species of special concern. 
Partnerships would be expanded with governmental 
agencies, educational institutions,and others to assist in 
wildlife and habitat protection, resource stewardship .,, 

photography, interpretation, environmental education 
and a limited hunting program. Access through the 
Refuge would be provided by a 21-mile trail system that 
would accommodate hiking, bicycling and equestrian 
use. Most of the trails would be constructed along 
existing roads. A visitor center would be constructed at 
the Refuge. Environmental education efforts would 
include on- and off-site programs for kindergarten 
through college age students. 

Research opportunities would focus on the integration 
of public use into the Refuge environment and 
interactions between wildlife and visitors. Partnerships 
would be sought with various public agencies to help 
sustain Refuge goals and preserve contiguous lands. . 
The Service also would work with local communities I:.. : '; . . I  ' .  .I 

, .. 

I .  and the preservation.of contiguous lands.. ' ':; .: . .. . 
I ,... . .  

. .  
:' r .  ' ALTERNATIVE D: PusLit u&, .' . : , a .  8 ' ' .  . .  8 . .  

,: , , . .  
In Alternative D, the Servi,ce would.emphasize wildlife. 
dependent public uses. Wildlife and habitat 
management would focus on the restoration of select 
plant communities and ongoing conservation and 
management of existing native plant and wildlife 
species. Certain roads and other disturbed areas not 
used for trails or public use facilities would be restored 

. _. ,  
. and tourism organizations to promote wildli 
.dependent public uses on'the Refuge. . -  

. .  . .. .' I '  

.OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES 
. I  . - .  
The Service has developed objectives and strategies for. ' ' 

each alternative. An objective is a general statement 
' 

about what the Service wants to achieve on the Refuge,. 
while a strategy is a specific action, tool, technique or (' 

combination of the above used to meet objectives. 
Because each alternative has a different emphasis, the 

:;: : 

with native vegetation. 

A broad range of public use opportunities would be 
provided, including wildlife observation and 

objectives and strategies vary by alternative. The 
following summarizes key objective topics addressed 
for each alternative in the CCP/EIS: 

Residmt &er populatims are found at the Refuge. 



Summary 

OPEN AND EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION 

Outreach efforts 

WORKING WITH OTHERS 

Emergency response partnerships 

Conservation partnerships 

Research partnerships 

Volunteer partnerships 

I .  
REFUGE OPERATIONS -:, :? 

- .  
, .  . *  ' J ,  '!*::; 

, .  . .  , / .  . . .  
Stiurp-tailed grouse is a likell'j c a n d ~ a k f p r  reintroduction. 

WILDLIFE AND'HABITAT'MANAGEMENT 1 - ., . ' .  ' Operations'and management facilities ' . ! : ' I  8 . .' '.' ', . ' ' ;. ' !  

,Staffing , .  
. ,. 
, '. . ,  . .  

'. . . a  . , . . .  
. . ? .  . . . a  , . . ,  , .  

I :  I . 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 

1 . .  . ,. 
Preble's'habitat management ' ' '. 

Xeric tallgrass.managemerit~:.~: :. ( I  : 

Mixed grassland prairie'management 

Road restoration 'and revegetation 

Weed management 

Deer and elk management 

Prairie dog management 

Species reintroduction 

. . .  

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION 

Public access 

Visitor experience 

Interpretation 

Environmental education 

Hunting 

Recreation facilities 

SAFETY 

Staff safety 

Visitor safety 

.. . .  
, , :. I , ,  , Cultural resource management I .  . ."' . - . ,. . . .  , 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES' ' :'.;:.:;'. . .  . . . : I , *  . 
, . I  

. *  

. .  

The proposed Refuge management alternatives would ; 
pose a variety of benefits and impacts to  resources a t  : 

Rocky Flats. Some of the greatest benefits would 
come from road removal and revegetation, weed 
management, and Preble's habitat management 
activities. The greatest impacts t o  Refuge resources 
would be the result of reduced resource management in 
Alternative A and increased visitor use in Alternatives 
B and D. These and other effects are summarized 
below and described in detail in the CCPlE I S. 
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wildflowers 

c u n  be foimd 
on  the IZefrqe. 



Summary 

Preble'e Habitat Management. Al l  of  the alternatives 
include protection and maintenance of the Refuge's 
Preble's habitat. This would result in moderate, long- 
term benefits to Preble's and other species that depend 
on riparian habitat. 

Pond Restoration. Alternative C would remove the 
Lindsay Ponds and restore those areas to  a native 
wetland. This would result in a major impact to 
existing native fish populations that use the ponds and 
also would impact future fish reintroductions. 

Grassland Management. Tallgrass and mixed 
grassland management strategies, along with weed and 
f ire management and road removal and revegetation .in 

. ' all alternatives, would benefit- grassland communities . 
on the Refuge. However, many of the, benefits would 

' 

be limited to the Rock Creek Resetve in Alternative A 
- .  . and would be reduced overall, in A1ternatives.A and D 

because prescribed f ire and grazing would not be 
available as Refuge-wide gcassland'restoration tools:, . 

In Alternatives B and C, the planned restoration of 
' non-native grasses in the hay meadow and other areas 
to native prairie would benefit the overall quality and 
diversity of mixed grassland habitat on the Refuge. 

Road Restoration and Revegetation. I n all of the 
alternatives, the removal and revegetation of unused 
roads and stream crossings would provide a major 
long-term benefit to a variety of vegetation 
communities and related wildlife species. These 
benefits would be greatest in Alternative C and the 
least in Alternative A. 

Weed Management. In all of the alternatives, 
implementation of Integrated Pest Management (I PM) 

. .  

. .  . ,  
. , .  . 

practices would benefit a variety of wildlife habitat 
types on the Refuge. These benefits, however, would 
be greatly reduced in Alternative A where proactive 
weed control would only be applied to the Rock Creek 
Reserve and an I P M  plan would not be completed. 

Deer and Elk Management. The establishment and 
achievement of population targets for deer and elk in 
Alternatives B, C and D would benefit both those 
species and the habitat on which they depend. 
However, proposed monitoring levels in Alternatives A 
and D may not be sufficient to develop effective 
population targets. 
, .  

In' Alteinative A, the Service would not actively pursue ' 
population targets, which could result in long-term. . : . I .. .. 1' * . I '  .. 
impacts,to ungulate populations'and tt ieir habitat and . I  . . . .  ' i  . > . b  . ' * > . ,  ' :*.; 

adverse'impacts on habitat quality for,Preble's and ,', ' -  ' .'"' . 1.' . . 

/ . :  

..: . . 
, > <  I, i ! . , .  

... other species due to overbrowsing or overgrazing. 
, :. !, ' , , ::, . ;. , 

Trail Development and Use. While the impacts of new:, ' .. : '  .,,:, . 
trail construction in Alternatives B and D would be . 

negligible, public use of some trails could result in 
moderate long-term adverse impacts to wildlife species 
due to an increased human presence that may alter 
wildlife movement and foraging patterns. These 
impacts would be more pronounced in Alternative D, 
where several trails run adjacent to riparian areas and 
could disturb potential raptor nesting habitat. The 
combination of trails in the Rock Creek drainage in 
Alternative D could result in a moderate to major 
impact to wildlife and habitat in that area. Some trail 
impacts could be reduced by the enforcement of 
seasonal trail closures. 

: . . . . I . _ _ . .  I . : , ,  
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Chapter 1. 

The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site is a 
6,240-acre former nuclear defense facility operated by 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). The site is 16 
miles northwest of Denver, Colorado on the borders of 
Boulder, Broomfield, and Jefferson counties (Figure 
1). The DOE acquired 2,519 acres in 1951, and an 
additional 4,027 acres in 1974 and 1975. Of these 
acres, 305 acres have been conveyed to  the DOE'S 
Wind Technology Site northwest o f  the site. All 
weapons manufacturing was performed in a 600-acre 
area in the middle o f  the site known as the Industrial 
Area. The area surrounding the Industrial Area is 
known as the Buffer Zone. 

In 1992, the mission of the Rocky Flats site changed 
from weapons production t o  environmental cleanup 
and closure. The D O E  is completing the cleanup in 
accordance with the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement 
(RFCA) under oversight by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE). The RFCA is a legally binding agreement 
between the EPA, CDPHE,  and D O E  that establishes 
the regulatory guidelines and framework for site 
cleanup. Because the EPA, CDPHE,  and D O E  signed 
the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, these three 
agencies are known as the R F C A  Parties. 

During the comment period on the Dra f t  CCP and E IS, 
numerous commentors had questions o r  concerns about 
the process of becoming a Refuge. Five sequential 
steps must be completed before Rocky Flats becomes a 
Refuge. The steps, discussed in more detail in the 
following sections, are: 

i 
U 
Q 

The Refiqe site IU(LS n former izuclear defeme fiicility 
opemted by the DOE. 

Figure 1. Regional Location. 

. Service completes final CCPlE IS  and issues 
a Record of Decision 

2. DOE completes site cleanup except for 
operations and maintenance of cleanup 
monitoring facilities 

3. EPA certifies completion of the cleanup 

4. DOE transfers land to  Department of the 
Interior 

5. Department of the Interior establishes the 
Refuge and Service begins management and 
implementation of the CCP 

D O E  is currently completing a wide range of interim 
cleanup actions. When these activities are completed, 
expected sometime between 2005 and 2006, the D O E  
wil l  prepare a Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility 
Study (RIIFS) report  describing any remaining 
contamination a t  the site. The report  also wil l  describe 
any additional cleanup actions that D O E  may need t o  
take. The report  w i l l  be summarized in a document 
known as the Proposed Plan, which wi l l  be released for 
public comment before being finalized. After public 
comment has been incorporated, the Proposed Plan 

3 
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Chapter 1: Purpose and Mced 

wil l  become the basis for a Corrective Action 
Decision/Record of Decision (CAD/ROD), which the 
R F C A  Parties wi l l  sign. The CAD/ROD wil l  
determine the need for any additional cleanup, long- 
te rm monitoring, and land use controls necessary for 
the site. 

Under the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act o f  
2001 (P L. 107-107) (Refuge Act - Appendix A), the site 
wil l  become the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
and be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) when the EPA certifies that cleanup and 
closure a t  Rocky Flats have been completed and that 
all response actions are operating properly and 
successfully. O&M associated with response actions 
wil l  be ongoing. "Response actions" are cleanup 
activities currently being undertaken or monitoring 
and maintenance activities following cleanup by the 
D O E  a t  the Rocky Flats site. The EPA wil l  not  certify 
that cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats has been 
completed until after the RFCA Parties sign the 
CAD/ROD. After EPA certification, DOE wil l  transfer 
much of Rocky Flats to  the Department o f  the Interior 
and the Service wil l  manage it as a National Wildlife 
Refuge. DOE wil l  be required to  conduct post-closure 
environmental monitoring and remedy maintenance in 
accordance with a post-closure, long-term stewardship 
agreement approved by EPA and CDPHE.  D O E  wil l  
also review the cleanup remedy a t  least every 5 years 
wi th the EPA and CDPHE.  The EPA and C D P H E  
can require D O E  to  undertake additional actions if 
post-cleanup monitoring indicates the cleanup is not 
protective of human health and the environment. 

The majority of the site has remained undisturbed 
since its acquisition, and provides habitat for many 
wildlife species, including two species that are 
federally listed as threatened (bald eagle and 
Preble's meadowjumping mouse). Establishing the 
site as a unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System 
(NWRS) wil l  promote the preservation and 
enhancement of i ts natural resources for present 
and future generations. 

This document is a Final Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Rocky Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge. Once finalized, the CCP will guide 
management of Refuge operations, habitat 
restoration, and visitor services for the next 15 years. 
Guidance wil l  be provided in the form of goals, 
objectives, strategies (Chapter 2) and compatibility 
determinations (Appendix B). Compatibility is 

discussed in more detail in a following Compatibzlity 
Policy section. The Final CCP wil l  be based on a 
Record of Decision (ROD) that wi l l  identify a selected 
alternative. The selected alternative can be one of the 
alternatives in this final CCPlE IS or  it can be a new 
alternative developed from a combination of the draf t  
alternatives. This final EIS evaluates and compares 
four alternatives for managing wildlife, habitats, and 
human use of the proposed Refuge. It also describes the 
effects of restoration and visitor use on important 
physical, biological, social, and cultural resources. 

1.1. LEGAL AND POLICY GUIDANCE 

Refuges are managed t o  achieve the mission and goals 
of the N W R S  and the designated purpose of the 
Refuge unit as described in establishing legislation o r  
executive orders, o r  other establishing documents. Key 
concepts and guidance of the N W R S  are provided in 
the Refuge System Administration Act o f  1966 (PL. 89- 
669). the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (PL. 87-714), a '  

Tit le 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the Fish - 
and Wildlife Service Manual and, most recently, the 
National Wildlife Refuge System I mprovernent Act of 
1997 (PL. 105-57) (Improvement Act). The 
Improvement Act amends the Refuge System 
Administration Ac t  by providing a unifying mission for 
the NWRS, a new process for determining compatible 
public uses on refuges, and a requirement that each 
refuge be managed under a CCP The Improvement 
Act states that wildlife conservation is the priori ty o f  
N W R S  lands and that the Secretary of the Interior will 
ensure the biological integrity, diversity and 
environmental health of refuge lands are maintained. 
The Improvement Act requires the Service to  monitor 
the status and trends of fish, wildlife and plants in each 

. .  



refuge, A l ist of other laws and executive orders that 
may affect the CCP for Rocky Flats NWR o r  the ' 
Service's implementation of the CCP is provided in 
Appendix C. 

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

The Service, an agency within the Department of the 
Interior, wi l l  manage the Rocky Flats NWR. The 
Service is the primary federal agency responsible for  
conserving and enhancing the nation's fish and wildlife 
populations and their habitats. Although the Service 
shares this responsibility w i th  other federal, state, 
tribal, local and private entities, the Service has specific 
t rust  responsibilities for migratory birds, threatened 
and endangered species, and certain anadromous fish 

. '  and marine,mammals. The Service also has similar ' '. . . .  ' 

- .  ' . trust.responsibilities fol: the lands and.waters it 
'. ., administers to support the conservation and . .  

, . . ,  ..enhancement.of fish and wildlife. 
. .  > ,  

, .  , 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM 
MISSION AND GOALS 

The mission of the NWRS is: 

"To admivzister a mtional network o j  lands 
and waters for the conservation, 
managemeiat and where appropriate, 
restoratioyz of the fish, wildlife and plant 
resources and their habitats within the 
United States for the benefit of present and 

future generations of Americans." 

(National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act of 1997.) 

Since the f i rst  refuge was established in 1903, the 
.NWRS has grown to  more than 92 million acres in size. 
It includes more than 500 refuges, w i th  a t  least one in 
every state and over 3,000 Waterfowl Production 
Areas. The needs of wildlife and their habitats come 
f irst on refuges, in contrast t o  other public lands 
managed for multiple uses. 

Administration, management and growth of the N W R S  
are guided by the following goals: 

To fulfill the Service's statutory duty to  
achieve refuge purpose(s) and further the 
System mission 

To conserve, restore where appropriate, and 
enhance all species of fish, wildlife and 

plants that  are endangered o r  threatened 
with becoming endangered 

To perpetuate migratory bird, 
interjurisdictional fish, and marine 
mammal populations 

To conserve a diversity of fish, wildlife 
and plants 

representative ecosystems of the United 
States, including the ecological processes 
characteristic of those ecosystems 

To conserve and restore as appropriate 

. .  
.. To foster understanding and instill . . .  . ' : . .  

appreciation of native fish, wildlife.and ' ' j  .? . "  ' . 

the public wi th safe, high'-quality and>>,'-'': - ' - 

Such use includes hunting, fishing;!wildlife: ' ' .  
observation and photography and ' 

environmental education and interpretation ' '.' 

% . . . . .  plants and their conservation; by providing ' I .  ' . .  

compatible wildlife-dependent.public use:' 

" - ,. '. . , I S  

. . .  
' (  , ' .  . ' 'I . .  

.. . 

COMPATIBILITY POLICY 

Lands within the N W R S  are different f rom federal 
multiple-use public lands, such as National Forest 
System lands, because they are closed t o  all public 
uses unless specifically and legally opened. A refuge 
use is not allowed unless it is determined to  be 
compatible. Recreational uses, including all actions 
associated w i th  a recreational use, refuge management 
economic activities, o r  other use by the public, are 
considered t o  be a refuge use. A compatible use is a 
use that, in the sound professional judgment  of the 
Refuge Manager, wi l l  not materially interfere with o r  
detract f rom the fulf i l lment o f  the mission of the 
N W R S  o r  the purposes o f  the Refuge. Sound 
professional judgment  is defined as a decision that is 
consistent w i th  principles of fish and wildlife 
management and administration, available science and 
resources, and adherence w i th  law. The Improvement 
Act also states that compatible wildlife-dependent 
recreation uses are legitimate and appropriate pr ior i ty 
general public uses. Six uses, hunting, fishing, wildlife 
observation, wildlife photography, environmental 
education, and interpretation, are to  receive enhanced 
consideration in planning and management over all 
other general public uses of the NWRS. Whenever 
they are determined to  be compatible, and consistent 
w i th  public safety, these uses are to be provided on 
units of the NWRS. 

Compatibility determinations are wr i t ten 
determinations signed and dated by the Refuge 

I 
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Manager wi th concurrence of the Regional Chief, 
National Wildlife Refuge System, stating that a 
proposed or  existing use of a national wildlife refuge 
is o r  is not a compatible use. Compatibility 
determinations are typically completed as par t  of the 
CCP or step-down management plan process. Dra f t  
compatibility determinations are open to  public input 
and comment. Once a final Compatibility 
determination is made by the Refuge Manager, wi th 
Regional Chief concurrence, it is not subject to  
administrative appeal. 

Facilities and activities associated with recreational 
public uses, o r  where there is an  economic benefit 
associated with a use, require compatibility 
determinations. Refuge management activities such 
as invasive species control, prescribed fire, scientific 
monitoring and facilities for managing a refuge do not 
require compatibility determinations. 

Four compatibility determinations for public 
recreational activities proposed in Alternative B (the 
Preferred Alternative) can be found in Appendix 6. 
Drafts of these compatibility determinations were 
available for public review and comment as part of the 
Draft  CCP/E I S. Additional draf t  compatibility 
determinations are likely to be prepared and issued for 
public comment during the life of the plan in response 
to step-down management plans that may call for 
implementation of a refuge economic use (e.g. grazing), 
for specific research projects, o r  in response to  third 
party requests for other refuge uses not addressed in 
this plan. 

. 

1.2. REFUGE SIGNIFICANCE, PURPOSE, 
VISION AND GOALS 

SIGNIFICANCE 

In the Refuge Act, Congress found that the Rocky 
Flats site had several significant qualities: 

The majority of the Rocky Flats site has 
generally remained undisturbed since its 
acquisition by the federal government. 

The State of Colorado is experiencing 
increasing growth and development, 
especially in the metropolitan Denver Front 
Range area in the vicinity of the Rocky 
Flats site. That growth and development 
reduces the amount of open space and 
thereby diminishes for many metropolitan 
Denver communities the vistas of the 
str iking Front Range mountain backdrop. 

Deer with fawn. 

The Rocky Flats site provides habitat for 
many wildlife species, including a number of 
threatened and endangered species, and is 
marked by the presence of rare xeric 
tallgrass prair ie plant communities. 
Establishing the site as a unit of the NWRS 
wil l  promote the preservation and 
enhancement of those resources for present 
and future generations. 

PURPOSE AND DIRECTION 

As discussed previously, the Rocky Flats N W R  was 
established by the Refuge Act. The Refuge Act 
identified four purposes of the Rocky Flats NWR:  

Restoring and preserving native ecosystems 

Providing habitat for and population 

6 



Chapter 1: Purpose and Need 

management of native plants and migratory 
and resident wildlife 

Conserving threatened and endangered 
species (including species that are 
candidates for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act) 

Providing opportunities for compatible 
scientific research 

The Refuge Act also provided some direction for 
managing the Refuge. The Service is to manage the 
Refuge to ensure that wildlife-dependent public uses 
and environmental education and interpretation are the 
priority public uses of the Refuge and to comply with 
all response actions. 

VISION . 

A t  the beginning of the planning process, the Service 
developed a vision for the Refuge. A vision describes 
what will be different in the future as a result of the 
CCP and is the essence of what the Service is trying to 
accomplish at the Refuge. The vision is a future- 
oriented statement designed to be achieved through 
Refuge management by the end of the 15-year CCP 
planning horizon. The vision for the Refuge is: 

. . . I _  

. .  . .  
. .  

. .  . 

2 . .  

Rocky Flats National Wildlqe Refuge i s  a 
healthy expanse of grasslands, shrublands 
and wetlands, including rare xeric 
tallgrass prairie, where natural processes 
support a broad range of native wildlife. 
The Refuge provides striking mountain 
and prairie views and oppm-tunities to 
appreciate the Refuge resources in an 
urbanized area tlzrough compatible 
wildlife-dependent public uses and 
education. Working with others, the Refuge 
conserves the unique biotic communities 
and sustains wildlife populations at the 
interface o j m u n t a i n s  and prai?-ies o n  
Colorudok Front Range. 

GOALS 

The Service also developed a set of goals based on the 
Refuge Act and information developed during project 
planning. The Service established six goals for 
Refuge management. 

Goal 1. Wildlife and Habitat Management. Conserve, 
restore and sustain biological diversity of the native 

flora and fauna of the mountainlprairie interface with 
particular consideration given to threatened and 
endangered species. 

Goal 2. Public Use, Education and Interpretation. 
Provide visitors and students high quality 
recreational, educational and interpretive 
opportunities and foster an understanding and 
appreciation of the Refuge's xeric tallgrass prairie, 
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlife; the 
history of the site; and the NWRS. 

Goal 3. safety. Conduct operations and manage public 
access in accordance with the final Rocky Flats' 
cleanup decision documents to ensure,'the safety of the 
Refuge visitors, staff and neighbors: "'. ' '  

Goal 4: Effective and Open Co&imi&tion. Conduct 
communication outreach efforts td r a k e  public ' 

awareness about the Refuge program's, management : 

decisions and the mission of the'service and the 
NWRS among visitors, students and nearby residents. 

Goal 6. Working with Others. Foster beneficial 
partnerships wi th individuals, government agencies, 
non-governmental organizations, and others to 
promote resource conservation, compatible wildlife- 
related research, public use, site history and 
infrastructure. 

Goal 6. Refuge Operations. Based on available funds, 
provide facilities and staff to fulfill the Refuge vision 
and purpose. 

, -.. . , , %  

i d ' .  . . 

. .  ' 

1.3. PROPOSED ACTIONIPREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

The Service will adopt and implement a CCP for the 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Alternative B, 
which addresses the major issues identified during 
public scoping and is consistent with sound fish and 
wildlife management, was identified as the Service's 
proposed action for the Draft CCPIEIS. For this Final 
CCPIEIS, the Alternative B is identified as the 
"Preferred Alternative". 

1.4. PLANNING PROCESS 

The Final CCP and E I S  for the Rocky Flats NWR is 
intended to comply with the Improvement Act, and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and their 
implementing regulations. The Service issued a final 
refuge planning policy in 2000 tha t  established 



requ,irements and guidance for NWRS planning, 
including CCPs and step-down management plans, and 
ensured that planning efforts comply with the 
provisions of the Improvement Act (U.S Fish & 
Wildlife Service 2000). The planning policy identified 
several steps of the CCP and E I S  process (Figure 2): 

team composed of Service staff and outside consultants 
was formed in May 2002. The planning team held an 
interagency workshop to identify a draft Refuge vision 
and goals in July 2002. 

The planning team also developed a public 
involvement/outreach plan that described how 

Form a planning team and conduct 
pre-planning 

Initiate public involvement and scoping 

Review Draft  Vision Statement and Goals 
and determine significant issues 

agencies and the public could participate in the 
planning process (U.S Fish & Wildlife Service 2002). 
Public involvement in the planning process ensured 
that interested and affected individuals, organizations, 
agencies and governmental entities were consulted 
and provided opportunities to participate. Public 
involv,ement in the Refuge CCP/E I S process served 

Develop and analyze alternatives, including . . ' the following functions: 

Prepare Draft CCP and.EIS . 

Prepare and'adopt Final CCP and ElS.and . ' " . ' '.'concerns and 
issue a ROD 

Implement plan, monitor and evaluate 

. .  , .  . .  
_ .  . .  
. .  . .  

Informed public about Rocky Flats NWR . . ,  . 
the Preferred Alternative t . . ,  

. . .  
. .. . .  

. .  

, ' i  ' Collected public input on'key issues and 
, ., . .  , ,  . . . .  - .. .~ 

, . .  . Provided help in determining management 
direction of Rocky Flats NWR 

Review and revise plan Several communication tools were used to engage the 
public, including "planning updates" to provide periodic 

- Public involvement when 

G IMPLEMENT PLAN, 
MONITOR AND EVALUATE 
- Public involvement when 

applicable 

B. INITIATE PUBLIC B. INITIATE PUBLIC 

STATEMENT AND GOALS AND 
DETERMINE SIGNIFICANT 

I l l  ISSUES 

D. DEVELOP AN0 ANALYZE 

- Public comment and review 

- Respond to public comment 

F'igure 2. Comprehensive Conservation 
Planning Process. 
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The amount and type of public use was a sigkj%a?zt 
scoping issue. 

and planning documents. In addition, notifications of 
public meetings and document availability were 
distributed through Federal Register notices and 
media press releases. Furthermore, presentations and 
briefings of project status were made to  key 
stakeholder groups. 

After the Service published a Notice of Intent to 
prepare an E I S  in August 2002, the Service held 
scoping meetings in Broomfield, Arvada, Westminster 
and Boulder, Colorado. The scoping period ended on 
October 31, 2002. Public involvement w i th  the planning 
process is described in more detail in Chapter 6. Based 
on the qualities, issues and recommendations identified 
in the scoping process, as well as guidance from the 
Improvement Act, NEPA and the Service's planning 
policy, the planning team identified the significant 
issues that are the focus of the CCPIEIS: 

Vegetation Management 

Wildlife Management 

Public Use 

Cultural Resources 

Property 

Infrastructure 

Refuge Operations 

These issues are discussed in greater detail in Section 

describes in detail the scoping process and results (U.s . 
Fish & Wildlife Service 2003a)i.. A f te r  scoping was 

'*.  " '  

completed, the planning team collected available . ". - '  . 
information about the resources of Rocky Flats and. the..! 
surrounding area. This information is.summarized'.in a.. .' , .  . ~ 

Wildlife Service 2003b). The resource inventory'!: 
provides the basis for Chapter 3. 

This CCP provides long-term guidance for 
management decisions; sets for th goals, objectives and 
strategies needed to  accomplish Refuge purposes; and 
identifies the Service's best estimate of future needs. 
This CCP details program planning levels that are 
sometimes substantially above current budget 
allocations and, as such, are primari ly for Service 
strategic planning and program prioritization purposes. 
This CCP does not constitute a commitment for 
staffing increases, operational and maintenance 
increases, or funding for future land acquisition. 

The Improvement Act requires that  a CCP be in place 
for each refuge by 2012 and the public has an 
opportunity for  active involvement in plan development 
and revision. The Service is committed to  securing 
public input throughout the CCP development process. 

, , .  

1.5. The Service prepared a scoping report that .:, . ;  
. ., .; 

. .  

resource inventory report for the site (U.S Fish &..' . .' . .  
' 

:' 

1.5. PLANNING ISSUES 

Several significant issues were identified following the 
analysis of all comments collected through the various 
public scoping activities and a review of the 
requirements of the Improvement Act and NEPA. 
These issues, as well as the many other substantive 
issues identified during scoping, were considered 
during the formulation of alternatives for future 
Refuge management. The significant issues are 
summarized in the following sections. 

Vegetation Management: Native plant community 
preservation and restoration, f i re management and 
weed control. 
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Wildl i fe Management: Wildl i fe species protection 
and management, including strategies t o  address 
species reintroduction, population management, 
migrat ion corr idors and coordination w i th  regional 
wi ldl i fe managers. 

public Use: Policies and facility options to address 
several scenarios, f rom no access to multiple 
recreational and educational uses. This includes a 
range of facility development to  accommodate 
these scenarios. 

Cultural Resources: Preservation and recognition of 
elements related to  site history, including Lindsay 
Ranch structures and Cold Warheritage. ' ' . ' 

Property: ,Privately owned mineral rights, ' I  . , . 

transportation right of way'and adjacent land, 
owner relationships. )': , ' ,  .. .. 

:-txudure: Facilities, such as roads, fences, signs 
and-water systems, that accommodate, Refuge needs 
and user comfortkafety. Also includes surface water 
hydrology and maintenance of water quality. 

Refuge Operations: Staffing requireme'nts and 
management strategies to  preserve significant 
resources and coordinate wi th surrounding 
communities and landowners. 

1 .. 
' ' 3  , . .. .; . I  

.~ ' ' .  ' ' 

.. . .. : ' . ../ 

. .  . .  
. . I ;- ,%.,. . ,. , . . ,  .* - .  . . .  

. .  

1.6. DECISION TO BE MADE 

The decision to  be made by the Mountain and Prair ie 
Regional Director of the Service is the selection o f  an 
alternative that  wi l l  be implemented as the Rocky Flats 
National Wildl i fe Refuge CCI? This decision will be 
made in recognition of the environmental effects of 
each of the alternatives considered. The decision wi l l  
be disclosed in a ROD no sooner than 30 days after the 
Final E IS  is filed wi th the EPA and made available to  
the public. Implementation of the CCP wil l  begin after 
the D O E  transfers pr imary administrativejurisdiction 
of,Rocky Flats lands to  the Service and the Refuge is 

formally established. , , .  

1.7. ADJACENT LAND PROTECTION 

While the CCPlE  IS  does not constitute a co 
.for funding the protection of. lands outside.the Refuge's. 
boundary, the Service may pursue habitat-protection. 
partnerships, conservation easements and/or- . ' 

acquisition o f  lands west of the Refuge. The protection ' . ' , 

of the grassland habitat that buffers the Refuge's 
western boundary (east of Highway 93) is important 
for the health of ungulate populations that migrate 
f rom the foothills down to  the prairie. The protection 
of wildlife corridors was raised as an issue in public 
scoping and was frequently reiterated in subsequent 
public meetings. Degradation of this habitat may deter 

...::'.'., . 
.. . .  

, ' .  

. . . . 

The Service has reco?nmn,enderL a barbed-wire fence to demarcate the boundary between the Ref?qe a d  
DOE retained lan,ds. 



Figure 3. Rocky Flab Industr ial Area and 
DOE Retained Area 

. . .  . 
I .  . .  . 

>'.: ', 

' +  , , . .  . -, . 

wildlife f rom migrating t o  the Refuge and threaten 
existing ungulate populations , .  that  reside andlor calve' 
within the Refuge. 

The Service is currently working on a new national 
land conservation policy and strategic policy and 
growth initiative. This policy wil l  develop a decision- 
making process for the growth o f  the N W R S  and guide 
individual refuges in evaluating lands suitable for 
addition to  the NWRS. The process wil l  help ensure 
that lands the Service protects are of national and 
regional importance and meet certain nationwide 
standards and goals. 

The Service's land acquisition policy is t o  obtain the 
minimum interest necessary to  satisfy refuge 
objectives. Conservation easements can sometimes 
be used in this context, when they are proven to  be a 
cost-effective habitat protection measure. In general, 
conservation easements must preclude the 
destruction o r  degradation o f  habitat and allow refuge 
staff to adequately manage uses of the area for the 
benefit o f  wildlife. 

, ,<*..,%,.,. 

. .  

1.8. ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS EIS 

The Rocky Flats site is undergoing cleanup by the 
DOE wi th  oversight of C D P H E  and EPA. The 
Service wil l  not accept transfer of administrative 

jurisdiction, o r  as discussed previously, assume full 
responsibility for managing the Refuge until the EPA 
has deemed the cleanup complete. It is not known 
exactly how long cleanup might take, o r  what effect 
cleanup activities might have on Refuge resources and 
uses. The D O E  currently anticipates portions o f  the 
site wil l  be transferred to  the Service sometime 
between 2006 and 2008. 

The legislation establishing Rocky Flats NWR requires 
that the DOE retain jurisdiction, authority, and control 
over portions o f  Rocky Flats necessary for cleanup 
response actions. DOE anticipates that it wil l  retain 
land in and around the Industrial Area t o  maintain 
institutional controls, and to  protect cleanup facilities 
and monitoring systems. The DOE-retained area may 
be up t o  1,200 acres, but the area's final size and 
configuration wil l  not be determined until the final 
cleanup is completed and the retained area is agreed to 
by the RFCA Parties. The D O E  retained area 
tentatively identified is shown in Figure 3; it is subject 
to change before D O E  transfers lands to  the Service. 

Management alternatives for  the D O E  retained area 
, , . .  

not  be part  of,the.Refuge,and the Service wil l  not.have , 

authority: to,decide how those lands are managed. . , ... '. . ,'. ' I 

including the area,retained by DOE, be cleaned up to a .  , 

level that  wi l l  protect human heal thand the 

Specifically, the cleanup wi l l  protect the Refuge 
worker and the less exposed Refuge visitor. Exist ing 
concentrations of plutonium, a contaminant found in 
soils inside and outside the anticipated D O E  retained 
area, are very low in surface soils in the lands to  be 
transferred to  the Service. Further characterization o f  
the future Refuge area is ongoing. Pursuant to  
Attachment 5 of RFCA, which was approved by EPA 
and CDPHE,  D O E  removed surface soils w i th  a 
plutonium level o f  50 picocuries per gram (pci lg) o r  
more (Figure 4). A curie is a unit o f  measurement for 
plutonium, and a picocurie is a t r i l l ionth of a curie. 
Fifty pCilg wil l  be protective of a Refuge worker who 
is  exposed t o  this level on a full-time basis a t  Rocky 
Flats. DOE anticipates retaining certain lands 
containing less than 50 pCi lg of plutonium for remedy- 
related purposes. An example boundary for  D O E  
retained lands is shown in Figure 4. However, no 
decisions have been made regarding the specific 
boundary and acreage o f  the D O E  retained lands. 
These decisions wil l  be made dur ing the RI/FS- 
CADlROD process described earlier. The majori ty of 
land that wi l l  become the Refuge wi l l  contain less than 
1 pCi lg of plutonium. 

Some areas within the D O E  retained area had a 
plutonium concentration o f  more than 50 pCilg. As  
discussed in Chapter 3, elevated plutonium 
concentrations are associated with an area known as 
the 903 pad. As  part  of cleanup, D O E  removed all 
surface soils wi th a plutonium concentration of more 
than 50 pc i /g  around the 903 pad. 

. .  
. 

are not considered ,in this,CCP because the lands wil l  

However, RFCA re,quir,es'that the, entire site, . . "  ,.,..,.,.... , 

environment as well as ecological receptors. . .  . 

. . . . .. ..' 

, .  , .  

, . I  . .  
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50 pCi/g 7 pCi/g 

Area retained by DOE , 

1 in 1 in 
133.3 thousand 1 million Refuge Worker* 

I in 1 in 
227.3 thousand 1.7 million Refuge Visitor* 

Table 1. Estimated Increased Cancer Risk h m  Exposure to Residual Contamination 

1 pCi/g 0.1 pCi/g 

Areas to become the Refuge 

1 in 1 in 
6.7 million 66.7 million 

1 in 1 in 
125 million I I . I  million 

,. . . 
The Service believes that the health r isk f rom " '  ' ,' 

working on o r  visiting Refugelands would be'low. 
As shown in-Table 1, the estimated.increased cancer 
r isk f rom exposure t o  residualsoil 'contami,nation of 
7 pCi/g is 1 in 1 million for &Refuge worke 
0.6 in 1 million (or 6 in 10 million) for the Refuge 

' 

visitor. As shown in Figure 4, the majori ty of the 
public use facilities would be located in areas where 
the residual contamination is much lower (less than 
1 pcilg). 

Lands that would require additional safety 
requirements o r  restrictions for either the refuge 
worker o r  visitor wi l l  not  be transferred to  the 
Service for the Refuge. The r isk assessment efforts 
that resulted in the 50 pc i /g  surface soil cleanup 
action level were inclusive of Refuge management 
activities such as t ra i l  building, fence construction 
and prescribed fire, and visitor use activities such as 
hiking, biking, and horseback riding. The r isk 
assessment and cleanup protections were designed 
to  be safe for the Refuge worker, Refuge visitor, and 
the greater community. 

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the Department of the Interior and DOE will guide 
the transition of Rocky Flats to its status as a 
National Wildlife Refuge. The Service does not 
intend to  accept transfer of primary administrative 

jurisdict ion for any land at Rocky Flats until the 
M O U  is finalized. Following cleanup and closure, 
future agreements may provide for Service 
involvement in managing the wildlife and habitat 
resources on the retained area, under D O E  
supervision. Because DOE wil l  retain 
administrative jurisdict ion and manage the retained 
area, which will be surrounded by the Refuge, the 
Service is recommending a 4-strand, barbed-wire 

'. 

, ..;. <; , . , ' I  .. . . . I  ., : , .  
fence that aliows wildlife movement be built around 
the.retained area. The Service is also' ' ' :1 . .  
,recommending that appropriate signs be placed . I -  ' . . . . " 

'near the boundary to  distinguish Refuge lands.from , .  

',DOE lands (see Appendix E, letter to  RFCA' ' 

parties). Although no public access t o  the DOE 
retained area is proposed in this CCI? and the 
Service has recommended that the D O E  retained 
lands be posted with signs that prohibit public 
entry, the cleanup levels being implemented wil l  
result in a landscape that is safe for human entry. 

The Service wil l  not  use the land a t  Rocky Flats for 
residential o r  "bunkhouse" facilities during the life 
of this CCI? If such a use is considered in the 
future, the Service wil l  obtain approval f rom the 
C D P H E  and the EPA, and wil l  noti fy the public 
during the planning process. 

This E IS does not analyze different scenarios for 
the cleanup activities because they are outside the 
scope o f  Refuge management activities considered 
in the CCI? A cleaned-up site provides the baseline 
for analysis. Detailed information describing the 
remaining contamination a t  the site wil l  be 
presented in DOE'S RI /FS Report to  be published 
pr ior  to  EPA's certification of completion of the 
cleanup. Readers interested in additional 
information on cleanup activities should contact the 
D O E  a t  (303) 966-4546, the EPA at (303) 312-6251, 
o r  the Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment a t  (303) 692-3300. 

1.9. FUTURE PLANNING 

The CCP wil l  be adjusted to  include new and 
improved information as it becomes available over 
the course of the CCP's 15-year duration. 



Implementation of the CCP will be monitored and 
reviewed regularly during inspections and 
programmatic evaluations. Budget requests and 
annual work plans will be tied directly to the CCP 
Fifteen years after the Refuge has been established, 
the CCP will be formally revised, following the process 
used on this CCF! Any substantive changes to the CCP 
before the 15-year period will involve a public process. 
However, the Refuge Manager has the authority under 
Title 50 CFR, to take immediate actions outside this 
plan as necessary to respond to emergencies and 
protect wildlife and public safety. 

The CCP describes the desired future conditions of the 
Refuge and provides long-range guidance and 
management direction.. Chapter 2 describes'bbject'ives 
and strategies that the Service would use to achieve ~ 

, .  the desired future conditions. During the'l5:year i i fe , 
.. . of this plan,-the Servicewouid prepare additional '. .. 

., , ..plans, called step-down ma.nagement:plans. A step- 

.:. down management plan provides specific guidance for ' 

the Service to follow to achieve objectives or 
implement management strategies related to  specific 
management topics such as habitat,.fire and public 
use. Step-down plans will be developed as the need 
arises. The preparation of new step:down plans 
typically will require further compliance with Service 
planning policies and procedures, including 
opportunities for public review and comment. The 
Service anticipates the following plans would be 
needed at the Refuge: 

. "8.. 

. , 8 .  

Vegetation and Wildlife Management Plan 

Integrated Pest Management Plan 

Fire Management Plan 

Hunting Plan 

Visitor Services Plan 
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Health and Safety Plan 

Historic Preservation Plan 

A Visitor Services Plan would be an umbrella 
document that would include interpretation, 
environmental education, hunting management and 
research protocols. 





Chapter 2 Alternatives 

Chapter 2. t iV  

This chapter describes the four alternatives analyzed 
in detail in this E IS, including the Preferred 
Alternative and the N o  Action Alternative. The 
following sections describe how the alternatives were 
developed, how they address the significant issues 
identified during the scoping process, and how each 
alternative would achieve the objectives and 
strategies identified for the Refuge. The chapter's 
last two sections describe options considered but 
dismissed from detailed analysis, and activities that  
could result in cumulative effects when combined 
with the effects of the Preferred Alternative. 

2.1. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

In 2002, the Service held several meetings wi th the 
public and agencies to  identify the issues and 
concerns that were associated w i th  the 
establishment and management of the Rocky Flats 
NWR. The public involvement process is 
summarized in greater detail in Chapter 6. Based on 
input from the public scoping process, as well as 
guidance from the Improvement Act, the N E P A  and 
,the Service's planning policy, the planning team 
selected seven significant issues that wi l l  be addressed 
in the alternatives: 

1. Vegetation Management 

2. Wildlife Management 

3. Public Use 

4. Cultural Resources 

5. Property 

6. Infrastructure 

7. Refuge Operations 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ZONES 

Early in the planning process, the planning team 
identified three management zones that correspond to  
general vegetation communities a t  Rocky Flats. These 
management zones are xeric tallgrass prairie, wetlands 
and riparian corridors, and mixed prairie grasslands. 
These management zones were developed to organize 
management concepts and provide direction to  the 
objectives and strategies under each alternative. 

Pra+ie coneflouier in the mixed prairie grassland. 

Xeric Tallgrass Prairie 

Rocky Flats supports an example of the rare xeric 
tallgrass prairie community, which is generally found on 
cobbly soils in the western portions of the site. While 
the quality and species composition of this community 
vary, all o f  the xeric tallgrass management area has 
similar characteristics and management needs. 

Wetlunda and Riparian Corridors 

Located primari ly along the drainages a t  Rocky Flats, 
the wetlands and riparian corridors management zone 
is generally composed of plant communities that 
depend on moist conditions. While the vegetation 
communities in this management zone range from 
various wetlands to  riparian woodland, they all share 
similar characteristics and management needs. 

Mized Prairie Omcsslunda 

The eastern portions of Rocky Flats largely are 
composed of short and mixed-grass prairie 
communities. The various grassland communities in 
this grassland management zone share similar 
characteristics and management needs. 



2.2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Development of the alternatives was based on the 
public scoping process and workshops involving the 
planning team and Service staff. The public scoping 
process identified the significant issues to be addressed 
by the alternatives. The planning workshops allowed 
the Service to develop a range of possible alternatives 
and specific objectives and strategies for those 
alternatives. The workshops resulted in four 
alternatives that are analyzed in detail in this EIS. A 
fifth alternative was considered early in the process, 
but was eliminated from consideration (this alternative 
is discussed Section 2.9). The four alternatives are: 

: : *,6,.Alternative A: N o  Action 

, 1  , . Use (Preferred . .  Alternative) . .  

' . .  , I . .  , , . / ' . . .  

Alternative B:' Wildlife, Habitat and Public 

Alternative C: Ecological Restoration 

Alternative D: Public Use 

. ' * I I 

. ... ., . . .. . .  

ALTERNATIVE A: No ACTION 

In the No Action Alternative, the Service would not 
develop any public use facilities and would not 
implement any new management, restoration, or 
education programs a t  the Refuge. In this alternative, 
the Service would continue to manage the Rock Creek 
Reserve in accordance with the Rock Creek Reserve 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
(DOE 2001). The Rock Creek Reserve is 1,800 acres 
surrounding Rock Creek in the northern part of the 
Refuge (Figure 5). 

Management activities within the Rock Creek 
Reserve would include ongoing resource inventories 
and monitoring, use of  prescribed fire, habitat 
restoration, weed control, and road removal and 
revegetation. As "caretakers" of remaining portions of 
the site, the Service would emphasize minimal 
resource stewardship (such as weed control) outside 
of the Rock Creek Reserve. Public use opportunities 
would be limited to guided tours to the Rock Creek 
Reserve (Figure 5). 

ALTERNATIVE B: WILDLIFE, HABITAT AND PUBLIC USE 
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Alternative B, the Service's Preferred Alternative, 
emphasizes both wildlife and habitat conservation 
along with a moderate level of wildlife-dependent 
public use. Refuge-wide habitat conservation includes 

management of native plant communities, restoration 
of disturbed areas, removal and revegetation of 
unnecessary roads and stream crossings, management 
of deer and elk populations, and protection of Preble's 
meadowjumping mouse habitat. Restoration would 
strive to replicate pre-settlement conditions and would 
use a variety of integrated pest management (IPM) 
tools including prescribed fire and grazing. 

Visitor use facilities would include about 16 miles of 
trails, a seasonally staffed visitor contact station, 
trailheads with parking, and developed overlooks 

immediately, restoration would begin before other trails- .: 
are opened. Most trails would use existing road 
corridors. Public access would be.by foot, ,bicycle,'or''.: 
horse, with limited car accessto two parking-areas on . 
the Refuge. A limited public hunting'p'rogram would be 

. .  (Figure 7). With the exception of one trail opened . . . .  

. .  

. . . . .  . ., 

developed in collaboration.with the Colorado Division'o 
Wildlife (CDOW). On- and off-site environmental 

. .  

. .  
education programs would focus:on the prairie 
ecosystem and would target primarily high school and 
college students. 

The Service would provide compatible scientific 
research opportunities focused on wildlife habitat and 
interactions between wildlife and human use. 
Partnerships would be sought with federal, state and 
municipal agencies and private entities to help achieve 
Refuge goals and conserve contiguous lands. 

' 

. +  . 

ALTERNATIVE C ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION 

Alternative C emphasizes Refuge-wide conservation 
and restoration of large areas of wildlife habitat. 
Restoration and management activities would strive to 
replicate pre-settlement conditions. Restoration efforts 

F'igure 6. Rock Creek Reserve Boundary. 
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would focus on disturbed areas such as road corridors, 
stream crossings, cultivated fields and developed areas 
and would use a variety of I P M  tools including 
prescribed f i re  and grazing. 

Limited public use and minimal facility development 
would occur in this alternative (Figure 8). Any 
facilities on the Refuge would be built for specific 
resource protection and management purposes. 
Because of this, office space would be leased off-site. 
One trail would provide access to the Rock Creek 
drainage. Access would be limited to pre-arranged, 
guided tours only. Environmental education programs 
would be limited to publication and local distribution of 
educational materials about the Refuge and its 
ecological resources . ,,' 1,  .,,:. 

In Alternative C; th,e Serkice would facilitate increased 
opportuni,ties fo,r;applied research relating to long-term 

.'Partnersh,ips wou.1.d be, expanded with governmental 
agencies, educational institutions and others to assist in 
wildlife and habitat protection, resource stewardship 
and the preservation of contiguous lands. 

I .  , .. .. I. ' . .  . .  

. .  ' 1 \  . . .  
. ,  

. I. habitat changes,a,nd species of special'concern. 

. .  

ALTERNATIVE D PUBLIC USE 

I n  Alternative D, the Service would emphasize 
wildlife-dependent public uses. Wildlife and habitat 
management would focus on the restoration of select 

plant communities and ongoing conservation and 
management of existing native plant and wildlife 
species. A variety of I P M  tools would be used, 
although prescribed fire and grazing would not be 
used. Some roads and other disturbed areas not used 
for trails or  public use facilities would be restored 
with native vegetation. 

A broad range of public use opportunities would be 
provided, including wildlife observation and 
photography, interpretation, environmental education 
and a limited hunting program (Figure 9). Access 
through the Refuge would be provided by a 21-mile 
trail system that would accommodate hiking, bicycling . '  . . 
and equestrian use. Most trails would be constructed . .  , , .  

along existing roads. A visitor center would,-be :. .' ' ' ' .  'I .. , l  . 
constructed on the Refuge or a t  a nearby.location. ' ' . - .  
Environmental education efforts would include'on- ; '- ' . 

and off-site programs for. kindergarten,through*".' . - ' - ' ' . ' .. ~ 

college age students. 

Research opportunities wou'ld foc 
of public use into the Refuge environment and 
interactions between wildlife and visitors. Partnerships. . . 

would be sought with various public agencies to help 
sustain Refuge goals and preserve contiguous lands. 
The Service also would work with local communities 
and tourism organizations to promote wildlife- 
dependent public uses on the Refuge. 

., ~ . * . -:, * . .  
, . .. . . . . 

. ,  

The Front Range nzozmtai?L backd,rop provides a beautijid settiiig for wildlife observation. 



GOALS 

Wildlife & 
Habitat 

F'ublic Use, 
Education, 
Interpretition 

Open & Effective 

Working with 
Others 

Refuge 
Operations 

ALTERNATIVE A - NO Aecwn 

Continue current habitat and wildlife 
management practices that focus on the Rock 
Creek drainage. Limit habitat and wildlife 
management in other areas to the protection of 
existing conditions. Restrict general public 
use. Continue limited compatible scientific 
research opportunities. 

Maintain current conservation and restoration 
approaches. Increase weed control and restoration 
in the Rock Creek drainage only. 

,.. : . . a  I " '  . I ' 

.I . I .  , . .  
.Pro& - Public access pe,rmitted by organized 

' -  ,guided'tours only. Public use programming limited 
to the distribution of a Refuge fact sheet that 
outlines the Refuge's history and i t s  natural and 
'cultural resources. 

No environmental education programming. 

Facilities - Public use facility development limited t a  
a restroom facility. 

8 , .  , 

staff - Trained staff knowledgeable about the site's 
institutional controls, requirements, and resources. 

visitors - All visitors would remain under the 
supervision of  Refuge staff. 

Outreach limited to the distribution of a Refuge fact 
sheet t o  interested parties that request information. 

Partnership - Maintain relationships with CDOW 
and surrounding open space agencies and 
landowners. 

2 full-time employees. 

Renovate existing shed t o  house tractors and a small 
office space. Maintain the existing stock fence. 

Implement extensive habitat and wildlife 
management and conseruation focused on the 
restoration to pe-settlement conditions. 
Accommodate wildlife-dependent public use. 
Facilitate compatible scientific research that 
focuses on  habitats, wildlife, and public use. 

*prefsred AlternaEivs 

Throughout the site, use a variety of techniques 
(including prescribed burning) to restore disturbed 
areas, conserve native plant communities and wildlife 
populations, and reduce coverage,o!. invasive weeds. 

Prog1-16 - Access limited to:a,trail down to'Lind,say 
Ranch during years.l-5. Following year 5, open Refuge 
to general public and provides interpretation and.an. 
organized youthldisabled hunting program. ' : :j,.,.: .. 

, " , ,  '.., .. 
Environmental education programs for high school and 
college-level students. 

Facilities - Hiking, biking and limited equestrian trai ls 
(16.5 miles total). Wildlife viewing blind, overlooks, 
interpretive signage, kiosk, visitor contact station and 
restrooms. 

. ,,. 

. .  
. /  

, .  

, .  

Same as A plus: 

Visitom - Staff and outreach materials would inform 
visitors about opportunities and restrictions for access, 
and any safety hazards. 

Programs and materials developed to inform the public 
about the Refuge's resources, the NWR System, the 
Service's stewardship role, risk and management issues 
and to recruit visitors and support for  the Refuge. 

Partnerships - More extensive partnerships to address 
the conservation of habitat across boundaries, to 
interpret cultural resources and to recruit more 
compatible scientific research. 

Volunteers - Develop a volunteer program to assist 
Refuge staff with public use programming and other 
refuge operations. 

4 full-time employees. 

Construct a storagelmaintenance building and a contact 
station with office space. Maintain the existing stock fence. 
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ALTERNATIVE C - E c o ~ @ c ~  R & o R z ~ ~  

Maximize habitat and wildlife management and 
conservation focused on the restoration to y e -  
settlement conditions. Limit general public use. 
Implement compatible scientific research that focuses 
on habitat and wildlife. 

Same as B plus: 

Institute more extensive restoration and monitoring. 
, -  

h p x m  - Access limited by organized guided tours only. 
Public use programming limited to the distribution of a 
Refuge fact sheet habitat types, wildlife populations and the 
Servicekrestoration practices and the development of 
simple learning materials for high school college educators. 

No environmental education programming. 

Facilities - Limited facility development including a hiking 
trail (0.6 miles), an overlook with an interpretive sign panel 
and a restroom. 

SameasA 

SameasB 

Same as B plus: 

Partnerships - Partnerships and research emphasis is on 
habitat and wildlife conservation. 

volunteer8 - Volunteers would assist with restoration and 
conservation operations rather than public use 
programming. 

5 full-time employees. 

Construct a storagehaintenance building and lease office 
space. Maintain the existing stock fence. 

ALTERNATIVE D -Public US0 

Focus habitat and wildlife management on the 
restoration of select plant communities and the 
conservation of existing native plant communities and 
wildlife species. Provide opportunities for a diversity 
of compatible public uses. Facilitate compatible 
scientific research focused on habitats, wildlve, and 
the related impacts of public use. 

Throughout the site, restore some disturbed areas (no 
burning or grazing), conserve native plant communities and 
wildlife species, and limit the spread of invasive weeds. I . 
Accept prairie dogs from off-site. +.. ,,>. . . . .  

Programs ,- Greatest amount 'of public use'opportunities , 
including increased natural and,cultur,al .interpretation I .  '. '4 

programs. + .  ,e. .. .. .. . .; .... :..,:> : , a  .. ;, . . 

Environmental education programs expanded to serve -.: 
kindergarten - college-level students. 

Fdties  - Extensive facility development including'hiking, 
biking and equestrian trails (21.2 miles total), wildlife 
viewing blinds, interpretive signage, kiosk, outdoor 
classroom, visitor center and restrooms. 

. .  ,,., -.>, . , d . . ' ' .  
.. . . .  . 

2 .  

SameasB 

SameasB 

SameasB 

8 full-time employees. 

Construct a larger storagehaintenance building and a visitor 
center with office space. Maintain the existing stock fence. 

, I  

j ' . .  . '  

. , .. - .. . .  . . * . .  ' , . . , .  
. . . .  . . : .  . 

$ .  I . . . .  . , ,  
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2.3. WILDLIFE AND HABITAT AND PUBLIC USE 
MANAGEMENT DESCRIPTIONS 

With many miles o f  trail, thousands of acres of 
grassland habitat and a beautiful mountain backdrop, 
the Refuge could become a popular destination for 
wildlife enthusiasts, naturalists and students within the 
Denver metropolitan area. The visitor experience a t  
the Refuge would be characterized by the Service's 
commitment to  providing visitors wi th an 
understanding and appreciation of the flora and fauna 
o f  the prairie ecosystem. The Service's efforts to  
connect visitors.to their natural resource heritage 
would build upon regional efforts to  promote an 
,appreciation for, the grassland environments. : 

. ,,Given the current cleanup of the Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site and the, Service's ' '" :' 

. .  . _, commitment to  habitat conservation and enhancement,' 
the Refuge would provide an excellent opportunity to  

: , :.I educate the public about the processes of grassland 
restoration and to  actively involve them in the 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

. 
,. . , . . . . , ., . 

. > '  . .  
I . . ,.*,~: . , ::: 

, . *>,$ ., I . ;, ,:,, 
. $ .  

, rehabilitation of the landscape. . .  
. .  . 

Prebk's Habitat Management 

Riparian and wetland communities at the Refuge 
support habitat for  a variety of wildlife species, 
including the threatened Preble's meadowjumping 
mouse. In all alternatives, the Service would protect 
and maintain Preble's habitat throughout the Refuge. 
While meeting the Service's obligations under the 
Endangered Species Act, the protection of Preble's 
habitat also would serve other species that depend on 
riparian and wetland communities for survival. 

Alternative A would protect and maintain Preble's 
habitat; Alternatives B, C and D also would direct the 
Service to  improve habitat for the mouse (and other 
riparian species). Part of the riparian habitat 
enhancement efforts in Alternatives B, C and D would 
be the removal and revegetation of unused roads and 
stream crossings. In Alternative A, this revegetation 
would only occur within the Rock Creek Reserve. 

In all alternatives, the Service would conduct surveys 
of Preble's habitat every 2 to  3 years to  detect changes 
in size and location o f  existing populations. 
Alternatives B, C and D would expand the surveys to  
include monitoring plant diversity in riparian areas. 
In Alternatives B and D, where there would be t ra i l  
use through some riparian habitat areas, the Service 
would seek funding and partnerships to assist in 

26 

monitoring the impacts o f  recreational use on  Preble's 
and its habitat. 

Xeric Tallgrass Management 

The rare xeric tallgrass grassland community, which 
dominates the pediment tops in the western portion o f  
the Refuge, is an important natural resource that needs 
special consideration and management. In all 
alternatives, the Service would manage the xeric 
tallgrass to  maintain the extent and improve the native 
species composition of this community. The Service 
would develop a vegetation management plan to  direct 
management efforts (including herbicide application, , 

biological controls, prescribed fire,.grazing and . , . , .  . t '  

mowing) and would mqnitor species.composition and 
weed. infestations ever?/' few.years to  ascertain the 

no grazing'would be used:;and presc,ribed fire'would be" .. 

limited to  the Rock Creek Reserve. Prescribed fire 
.'' .. 

Mized Grassland Prairie M a n a g d  

, .  
effectiveness of ,management efforts. In Alternative A, :' , ;_' .  .. ' 7  

and grazing would not'be-used in Alternative D. 

' 

. .  , . , . .  . .  . .  . 
. . .  1 .. . . 

. .. . . 
- '  , 

. .  . . ;  , x , (  , . .  

Nearly half of the Refuge consists of,mixed grassland 
prair ie Communities. While these communities are 
relatively common along the Colorado Front Range, 
they play an important role in providing habitat for 
various wildlife species. Management strategies for the 
mixed grassland prairie include the use of prescribed 
f i re in Alternatives A, B and C and the use o f  managed 
grazing in Alternatives B and C. In the southeast 
corner of the Refuge, a former agricultural field has 
been planted with non-native grasses. In Alternatives 
B and C, the Service would revegetate this and other 
disturbed areas with native grassland species that 
would improve the extent and diversity of grassland 
habitat. In all alternatives, additional management 
strategies would be implemented in the mixed 
grassland prair ie communities according to  the 
objectives and strategies outlined under weed 
management, prairie dog management, habitat 
restoration and species reintroduction. 

Roo& Restoration and Revegetation 

Rocky Flats currently has over 70 miles of roads, of 
which about 50 miles wil l  be under Servicejurisdiction. 
A l l  ?f the alternatives call for the removal and 
revegetation of roads and stream crossings that would 
not be used for maintenance access, f i re control, trails, 
o r  other Refuge purposes. The extent o f  restoration 
efforts would be: 

Alternative A (in the Rock Creek Reserve): 12 
miles of road; 7 stream crossings 
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Alternative B: 26 miles of road; 13 stream 
crossings 

Alternative C: 26 miles of  road; 13 stream 
crossings 

Alternative D: 24 miles of  road; 6 stream 
crossings 

While Alternative C would have fewer roads and trails 
overall, the length of road to be revegetated in 
Alternative B is the same as Alternative C because in 
Alternative B, a new trail segment would replace the 
existing road in the Woman Creek drainage. See 

Figures 25 and 26. * .  

Managing deer and elk within target population levels 
for the Refuge would minimize the potential for 
overgrazing and overbrowsing of sensitive riparian 
habitat. In all alternatives, the Service would monitor 
sensitive areas for such impacts. 

Prairie Dog Mamag- 

The short and mixed grassland communities in the 
eastern portions of the Refuge provide up to 2,460 
acres of habitat for black-tailed prairie dog. About 113 
acres of prairie dog colonies were mapped at the 
Refuge in 2000. Due to recent plague outbreaks, about 
10 of those acres are currently occupied. I n  a l l  
alternatives, prairie dog populations would be allowed 
to expand naturally.withintheir primary habitat areas. 
In.Alternative A, this expansion would not be limited. 

, .- ' :Noxious weeds present a tremendous challenge to th .In',Alternative B colonies would.be.limited to 750,acres, , 2 :. 

. .  ' . health and diversity 'of native plants andwildlife,h&i in Alternative C colonies'would be limited to 500 acres 
and in Alternative D colonies would be limited to 1;OOO 

: 

* ... . .  * Service would control the spread and reduce the ' acres.iAlternative D would'allow the Service to .-. , .. . 

' 
_ I  

I \ I  

< .  

. . on the Refuge. Under Alternatives B, C and D,.the. 

density of diffuse knapweed, Dalmatian toadflax and' 
Canada thistle during the 15-year timeframe of the 
CCP In  Alternative A, this reduction would only occur 
within the Rock Creek Reserve; outside of Rock Creek, 
the Service would control the spread of weeds, but 
would not commit resources to weed reduction. 

Under Alternatives B and C weed management 
scenarios would employ a comprehensive I P M  
approach, including the use of herbicides, biological 
controls, mechanical removal, prescribed f ire and 
controlled grazing. Weed infestations would be mapped 
annually. Prescribed f ire and grazing would not be used 
in Alternative D and no grazing would occur in 
Alternative A. In Alternative A, however, limited 
prescribed fire would be used in the Rock Creek 
Reserve. Additional methods used in Alternatives B and 
c would include informal surveys along roads and trails 
and temporary fences to collect tumbleweeds which 
disperse seeds with the wind. 

Deer and Elk Management 

While the sizes and locations of deer and elk 
populations at the Refuge are well known, the carrying 
capacity of the habitat at the Refuge relative to 
population size has not been determined. In  all 
alternatives, the Service andlor CDOW would 
determine a target population for deer and elk on the 
Refuge and would seek to manage those levels. Tools to 
attain these population goals include culling by Service 
andlor CDOW staff. In Alternatives B and D, a limited 
public hunting program also would be used. 

' evaluate the suitability of accepting unwanted prairie I 

dogs that are relocated from otherjurisdictions; the 
other alternatives would not allow prairie dog 
relocation onto the Refuge. 

Species R e i d -  

The task of restoring native species to the Refuge has 
already begun. In 2003, two native fish species that 
have been decreasing regionally were introduced into 
Rock Creek. Additionally, the CDOW, the City of 
Boulder, and Boulder County introduced a population 
of sharp-tailed grouse onto their open space properties 
north of the Refuge. In all alternatives, the Service 
would continue to work with CDOW to facilitate 

Prairie dogs would be m a m g e d  difierently wzder each 
alternative. 
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species reintroduction at the Refuge. In Alternatives B, 
C and D, the Service would take active steps to 
evaluate the suitability of additional species 
reintroductions and to complete a management plan for 
sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction on the Refuge. 

Alternative C would promote the overall goal of 
restoring the Refuge environment to pre-settlement 
conditions. In Alternative C, the Lindsay Ponds on 
Rock Creek, which currently provide habitat for the 
reintroduced fish species, would be removed and Rock 
Creek restored. 

. . .  
PUBLIC USE MANAGEMENT I , . .  

I .: I .  , , . .  : 

This section offers a preview.of the  visitor experience 
of the. Refuge in each alternative: Alternatives A and C 
would have limited,and control1ed:access with,fews. i . .: '. 

A1ternatives.B and D;'the Refuge would:be ' 

open.to the public fok a.variety of.uses. The three 
primary.components"that will shape the visitor's ' 

Refuge experiencewould be public outreach, 
interpretation, and public use activities and facilities. 
These components are described to illustrate how a 
visitor would experience the Refuge. 

The public outreach component describes methods 
used to educate the potential visitor about the Refuge, 
pique their interest, and recruit them to participate in 
public use programs. The interpretation component 
identifies critical stories to be told and the natural and 
cultural resources that will become the basis for 
educational and interpretive activities. How visitors 
access the site, what activities they enjoy, where they 
travel and what facilities they encounter are outlined in 
the public use activities and facilities component. 

Public htreuch 

Improving public perception of the Refuge by 
informing visitors about the site's natural resources 
and addressing safety concerns is essential to the 
development of successful public use programs. Past 
concerns about contamination, radiation exposure and 
other environmental risks have fostered apprehension 
about visiting the Refuge. The Rocky Flats site has 
been closed to the general public for over 50 years and 
the lack of access opportunities has also contributed to 
fearful speculation about the site's condition. 

In an effort to assuage public safety concerns, the 
Service would develop public outreach programs in al l  
alternatives. Thq Service would attempt to build a 
stronger base of public understanding, support and 
stewardship within the Denver metropolitan area 
through a variety of outreach methods. 

Cornmunicution 

The "Open and Effective Communication" goal 
(described in Chapter 1) is driven by the Service's 
commitment to provide the public with clear 
information about the safety of the site, instill 
confidence in the Service's ability to provide safe visitor 
experiences and to develop community support for the 
Service's programs and management policies. In 
response to the concerns raised during public scoping 
regarding the site's history and contamination, the 
Service sees the value in developing a communication 
goal to guide public outreach efforts. The goal clearly 
emphasizes the importance of educating the public 

Withthe exception.of Alternative..A::(only limited 
,outreach); all alternatives would include the. .'Y ,_ <:* ' 

development of a variety of public qwtreach. methods..to ' 

. .  
, .,.. ' .  . 

about the Refuge, the Service and the NWRS. / .  

..> , ' - .  . . .  - . .  

inform the public about environmental. stewardship,.. . >+ ... . _ . .  I 

risk communication, CCP implementatiqn; andXhe 
mission of the Service and the NWRS:foc.example; a 

'1'::. ;' 

... . . "  ~. 
visitor may learn about the Refuge and opportunities to 
visit the site through media coverage;newsletters and 
flyers, or by attending community events. To reach a 
broad range of people, the Service would coordinate 
with local partners to participate in community events 
and provide input on local environmental issues. The 
outreach efforts would be instituted during the first 
year of the Refuge's establishment and would be 
ongoing throughout the life of the CCI? Public outreach 
efforts in Alternative A would be limited to the 
distribution of a Refuge fact sheet to interested parties 
that request information. 

Alterncitives B (md D w o d d  have eiwiroizineiLtal 
educcitioii progmnas. 
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Table 3. Interpretive Themes 

I n m h  

The goal of the interpretive programs a t  the Refuge is 
t o  inform the public about the Rocky Flats site, 
educate about resident wildlife and their habitats, and 
cultivate a stewardship ethic. Committed to fostering 
an appreciation o f  the Refuge's natural resources, the 
Service developed interpretive themes that focus on 
wildlife, wildlife habitat and the site's history. Providing 
the public wi th interpretive information would enhance 
the public's understanding of their surrounding natural 
environment and increase support for the Service's 
habitat conservation efforts. Alternatives B and D 
would include substantial interpretive programming 
and signage. Alternative C would contain minimal 
signage. Alternative A would not include interpretive 
programs or facilities. 

Interpretive Themes 
Interpretive themes would provide a basis for the 
development of public use activities and facilities in 
Alternatives B, C and D. The themes capture the 

Theme: EabitatRestoration. "Divmbwild 

Subthemes: Explore the various types of 
habitat at the Refuge and promote 
visitors' awareness, understanding and 
appreciation of both the prairie ecosystem 
and the Service's restoration efforts. 

:y 
---.--*I--L.."----.-* x 

-- - 
merne: W U V ~  ~ d l i f e  take refuge atR 

Subthemes Explore the relationships 
between habitat types and the kinds of 
wildlife they support 

- I  - _. 

. - I- -_., - -  

people co-exist and how both will benefit 
from habitat restoration and conservation 

- 
Subthemes Interpret the historical 
periods that have shaped the site and 
how generations have managed to  
survive in the harsh climactic conditions 
of the prairie landscape 

3  population^ require h 
__<A ___ 

Plants for Wildlzfe: Riparian and prairie plant communities including the rare 
xeric tallgrass and tall upland shrublands provide shelter and food for  wildlife. 
Buttliizg hivasive Weeds: Invasive weeds crowd native plants and degrade habitat 
at the Refuge and throughout the West. 
Restoriizg the Prazne: Restoring and maintaining the native prairie requires a 
variety of tools and techniques. 

Home to W?ldlzfe Refuge wildlife forage and nest in the grasslands, occupy the 
riparian areas and migrate to and from adJacent open space lands 
Tlireatened avid Endangered Speczes. Preble's meadOWJUmping mouse, a 
threatened species, resides in the riparian habitat found at the Refuge 
Returnzng to the Prazne Reintroducing prairie species to the Refuge boosts 
biodiversity and creates unique viewing opportunities 
- __ - ~I 

Br&" $ (  

Wutchable Wz I setti 
Respectzitg W wild1 ation requires. ' 
respect and consideration for wildlife. . 

I" I I 
n 

- 
Prehzstonc Prazne Settlement: Native American activity on the plains - describing 
settlements, hunting and day-to-day survival on the prairie 
Settling the Froiztzer Homesteading on the Great Plains and the establishment of 
the Lindsay Ranch 
Plutonzzini Rtgger Prodwtzon: DOE's development and management of a nuclear 
weapons production site and the cold war history The Service will work in 
collaboration with the Cold War Museum to tell the story of the site as a nuclear 
production site 
A Renewed Ptwpose DOE's cleanup and closure of the production site and the 
Service's ongoing efforts to restore and conserve the prairie in order to provide 
habitat for wildlife and wildlife-dependent public uses 

essence and importance of ideas, concepts and features 
that emerged from the Service's review of the Refuge's 
natural and cultural resources. 

The four themes represent the central messages that 
the Service wants to  convey to  visitors. The themes 
provide the foundation for all interpretive 
programming and facility development. Each theme is 
summarized by a simple statement and supported by 
several subthemes. Linked specifically to  certain 
resources, the subthemes further define the stories 
about Refuge resources and the Service's role in 
transforming the site (Table 3). 

Interpretive Facilities 
In Alternatives B and D, a variety of facilities would 
be developed to  help the visitor better understand the 
interpretive themes. The pr imary  interpretive 
facilities would be signage, displays and a Refuge 
website. Facility development in Alternative C would 
be limited to  an interpretive sign panel a t  the Rock 
Creek overlook. 
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Interpretive Sign Panels: Larger signs a t  
the Rock Creek and Highway 128 
(Alternative D only) overlooks, the contact 
stationlvisitor center, and Lindsay Ranch 
would display interpretive information about 
the Refuge's resources and/or visitor 
orientation information. 

Directional Signs: Located a t  select t ra i l  
intersections, signs would provide visitors 
direction and announce trai l  rules 
and regulations. 

V i s i t o r  Kiosk: Located outside the contact 
station/visitor center in Alternatives B and 
D, the kiosk would consist of three panels 
fastened t o  a wooden structure. The kiosk 
would provide orientation, regulatory and I 
interpretative information for visitors 
entering the Refuge. 

Interpret ive Disphp: Within the contact 

Under A1temza.fiive.s B and D, volunteers would liuve 
an opportunity to be iiavolved in n u ~ n y  aspects of 
refuge operatioias. 

SignagelDisplays: Signs and displays varying in 
design would help illustrate the historical and natur 
stories of the Refuge. Listed below are the types of 
signage a visitor would find upon entering and 
exploring the Refuge: 

Roadside and Boundary Signs: Signage is 
needed to notify people of the Refuge's 
location and direct visitors to  the Refuge. In 
all alternatives, a refuge entrance sign 
would be placed outside the main entrance 
along Highway 93, and the exterior 
boundary would be posted with standard 
NWR boundary signs. All alternatives also 
would include small, metal boundary signs 
along the fence line. 

Interpretive signs: Located a t  all trailheads 
and in selected spots along trails, small 
signs would display a map and/or 
interpretive facts about a specific location or  
topic. Trailhead signs would include 
information about the site's history, clean up 
and access restrictions. 

I 

station/visitor center, Alternatives B and D would 
have both permanent and changing displays that 
highlight the Refuge's natural resources. 

Website: In Alternatives B and D, a Refuge website 
would provide a reference resource for students and the 
general public to learn from their classroom and/or home 
computer fun facts about the Refuge as well as scientific 
data related to  the grassland ecosystem and its wildlife. 
The website would serve several education levels. 

Interpretive and Environmental Education Programs 
Outlined below are general descriptions o f  the types of 
interactive and field-based interpretation and 
educational activities for each alternative. Directly tied 
to  the interpretive themes, the programs would bolster 
environmental awareness and appreciation by 
highlighting the natural features and history of the 
Refuge. Refuge staff would develop and run the 
programs with the assistance of volunteers. Programs 
would be tailored to  attract a diversity o f  visitors and 
the types of programs and their topics would change 
seasonally. The programs listed below apply to  
Alternatives B and D except where noted. 

Guided Tours: Included in all alternatives 
although tours in Alternatives A and C 
would be very limited and would be pre- 
arranged w i th  Service staff. Refuge staff or 
a volunteer would lead interpretive walks 
that focus on wildlife, habitat needs, o r  the 
site's other natural and cultural resources. 
Tours would highlight unique characteristics 
of the site and identify the interrelationship 
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between prairie plant communities and 
wildlife populations. 

Nature ProgramdResentatione: 
Conducted either in the field, in surrounding 
communities, or  in the visitor center, 
presentations would offer an in-depth 
explanation of a specific topic. To the extent 
possible, Refuge volunteers and/or partners 
would lead these programslpresentations. 

Hands-on Work Programs developed to 
recruit volunteer participation in prairie 
restoration may include seed collection, 
weed removal, or seeding. The work 
activities would include information sessions 

. -<,> ,- < I  :. 1 on restoration techniques and the benefits of, 
. restoring prairie habitat..Volunteersalso y ; 
.may be involved.with.Refuge enhancement, .. 
projects such as trail construction and 
general maintenance. 

Teacher Resow& Guides and Workshops: 
Refuge staff would develop teacher 
resource guides that present the necessary 
information for teachers to conduct their 
own environmental education programs at 
the Refuge. The guides would meet 
Colorado’s model content standards and 
would likely include pre-visit activities, on- 
site activities, post-visit activities and 
assessment activities. Additionally, the 
Service would sponsor teacher training 
workshops to familiarize local educators 
with the Refuge’s resources. 

. . ._ ; 
, 

Public Uae Activities and Facilities 

Although guided by a “Wildlife First“ mission that 
promotes the ”conservation, management and where 
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant 
resources and their habitats,” the Refuge System is 
also committed to investing in public use facilities and 
programs that foster an appreciation of the Refuge’s 
natural resources. By raising public awareness and 
understanding of the prairie habitat and wildlife, the 
Service hopes to cultivate a land stewardship ethic 
among visitors. 

. .  Ac,ceas . .  

via a two-lane road off of Highway 93. *In Alternatives 
. A  and C, access would be pre-arranged-.with the . . ’ .  ..( . . I  ’ . .  

In al l  alternatives, access.to the site would be obtained 
. .  

Seqvice.and the visitor;experience would be 1imitedxo.a:- . - 5 : .  1 :  : 

.g~$ded tour with Refuge staff. In Alternatives B and D, , ... , : . 
the access road would direct visitoss to.orientation .. . . 
information, trailheads and parking areas. 

To tie into surrounding existing and proposed trail 
systems, Alternatives B and D would include additional 
access points located on the north, east and south 
boundaries of the Refuge. Strategically located to 
provide links to proposed trail networks, the secondary 
access points along the Refuge boundary would permit 
visitors to enter the site on foot, bike and in some cases 
by horse. I n  these two alternatives, the Refuge would 
remain open from sunrise to sunset. 

Because visitors in Alternatives B and D would be able 
to enter the site from a number of access points, each 
entry would serve as a “use portal” where signage would 
inform users about the distinction between where they 
came from (e.g., municipal open space) and where they 
are going (a National Wildlife Refuge). In addition to 
clarifying access opportunities and restrictions and 
information on the site’s history and cleanup, the 
signage would inform visitors to the conservation 
practices and priorities that may differ from 
surrounding open space areas. 

Wildlife-Dependent Public Uses 
The four alternatives would present a spectrum of 
wildlife recreation opportunities ranging from guided 
tours, to hiking, to interactive interpretation programs. 
While visitors in Alternatives A and C would be guided 
through the site, visitors in Alternatives B and D would 
explore and learn about the site independently with the 
aid of interpretive facilities including signage, kiosks 
and printed materials. Through the careful siting of 
trails and the design of visitor use facilities, it would be 
possible to shape the Refuge environment so that it 

I ’ 

. : a .  . , 
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Limited tLuiitiug, wildl$e observation and photography would be included in Alternatives B and D. 

invites exploration and reveals natural processes while 
minimizing impact to sensitive areas. Interpretive and 
educational programs would promote appreciation of 
the ecology of the prairie environment and inspire a 
greater appreciation for the Front Range‘s remaining 
grassland habitat. Dogs and other pets would not be 
permitted on the Refuge in any of the alternatives. 

Wildlife-dependent public uses that would be made 
available to visitors in each alternative are as follows. 

Altemaative A 
Al l  public access would be pre-arranged with the 
Service prior to entering the Refuge. I n  Alternative A, 
the visitor experience would be restricted to a guided 
driving and/or walking site tour and opportunities to 
view or photograph wildlife would be incidental. The 
Service tour guide would interpret the Refuge’s 
resources throughout the site tour. 

Alternative B 
The visitor experience in Alternative B would include 
opportunities for the public to engage in hunting, 

wildlife observation, photography, interpretation and 
environmental education. The public use activities 
would be carefully managed to avoid harmful impacts 
to wildlife and their habitat. Because the Service would 
focus on restoration and facility development during 
the f i rs t  5 years of Refuge operation, most of these 
activities would not be instituted until the Refuge is 
fully open to the general public (by year 6). 

Hunting: A highly controlled youth andlor 
disabled hunting program would be’held a 
few weekends a year. This program would 
allow youth and disabled individuals to hunt 
deer and elk with the assistance of Service 
staff (and Refuge partners) in a safe 
environment where they would have 
reasonable harvest opportunities. If 
necessary, the Service could consider 
expanding the hunting program to include 
the general public (depending on wildlife 
management needs). During special hunting 
weekends, the Refuge would be closed to all 
other visitors. 

.. . . , . I 
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VI 
L .- Wildlife Observation and Photography: 

numerous vantage points for observing 
w a 
e 

Trails, blinds and overlooks would provide 

.- wildlife. Naturalists, photographers and a 
other wildlife enthusiasts would also enjoy 
opportunities to view and photograph 
wildlife off-trail (between October and May 
in areas south of Woman Creek). 

. . .  
. . . .  . .  

I ..< .' 
.... . . .  I . . . . . . . .  

. I  . . . . . . . . . .  
; .i::.. , . L 1  . . . . .  

. . . . .  -., , 
, ,: ,. ., . r h  

. I <  '., 

..~, .. . . . . . . . . .  . . .  1 . '  

. I  

Interpretation: Upon entering the Refuge, 
visitors would find signage, maps and 
interpretive panels outside a visitor contact 
station. Interpretive and informational 
materials at trailheads, overlooks, and the 

'. ' contact station would educate visitors about 

' 

' , 

. ., 

.- . ' ..s" developed.to'provide'support'for Refuge . , 

. staff:,Volunteers.would assist withorienting 
and educating visitors. Any visitor 
interested in lear'ning more about the 
Refuge and, in turn, improving the Refuge 
experience for others would have the 
opportunity to volunteer. 

Environmental Education: Throughout the 
l i fe of the CCI? the target audience for on- 
and off-site environmental education 
programs would be high school and 
college-level students. During the initial 
years of Refuge establishment (years 1 
through 5), students would be encouraged 
to engage in research-oriented and 
independent study. Following year 5. 
guided tours and other nature programs 
would be designed to explore the site's 
natural and cultural resources and foster 
an understanding and lasting appreciation 
for the prair ie environment. 

' Alternative C 
I n  Alternative C, the Refuge staff would lead visitors 
on guided walking tours along a trail leading to the 
Rock Creek overlook. Upon request, the Refuge staff 
also could conduct guided auto tours that would provide 
opportunities to observe a diversity of habitat types. 
Limited public access opportunities would be made 
available upon Refuge establishment. Wildlife 
observation, photography and interpretation would be 
incorporated into the tour at the discretion of the 
Service guide. N o  hunting or environmental programs 
would be developed. 

Public access would be restricted in Alternative C; 
however, guided tours would seek to enhance a vis'itor's 

Creek overlook offers views of a variety of habitats 
including riparian, wetland, xeric tallgrass and upland 
shrub. The overlook and hike also would reveal the 
Service's ongoing restoration efforts including road 
removal, stream crossing restoration, and re-seeding of 
the historic Lindsay Ranch landscape. The overlook's 
elevated perch on the pediment above.Rock Creek 
would provide impressive distant views to the Rocky 
Mountain foothills and the Indian Peaks. 

Alterraative D 
Among the alternatives, Alternative D would offer the 
greatest amount of wildlife-dependent public uses. 
The Refuge would be open to the general public about 
6 months to 1 year after Refuge establishment, 
although it is likely that some of the facility 
development and programming would be phased in 
over the course of the CCP Public use activities that 
would be offered in addition to those described above 
in Alternative B include: 

. " . 

appreciation of the Refuge's resources. The Rock . *  

Wildlife Observation and Photography: A 
more extensive trail system in concert with 
additional wildlife blinds and overlooks 
would increase opportunities for visitors to 
view and photograph wildlife. 

Volunteers: A larger volunteer force 
would allow for the development of 
additional interpretive programming. The 
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volunteers would be available to educate 

lectures. Enrollment in the volunteer 

VI visitors and host workshops, tours or  

naturalist program would be open to the 
public and would entail training by 
Service staff on how to interpret the site‘s 

3 s 
H a 
VI 

5 
8 VI 

0 natural resources. 

Interpretation: Alternative D would have 
the same programming as Alternative B, 
but would have more facilities including a 
visitor’s center and an outdoor education 
facility. Locatedjust inside the Refuge 
entrance, a visitor center would attract 

I A pedestrian trail would overlook t h  Rock Creek drainage. 

Altentative B 
Biking would be allowed 0.n all multi-use trails, but 
equestrian use would ,be limited 
in thesouthern half of the site., 

, trai!s would provide eqhestrian 

I 
’ t .  

. . e ?  Education: The audience 

lternative would be expanded to include 
. K-8th graders as well as high school and 
college level students. 

, I  

. .  ’trail systems in’westminster, prog r a  m m i ng in this ., L I . .  
ail use would be permitted’seasonal”ly in the ’ 

southern half of the Refuge. Off-trail use would provide: 
visitors with increased opportunities to view wildlife 
and to explore the grasslands. 

Altentative D 
Al l  multi-use trails would be open to equestrian and 
biking use. Off-trail use would be permitted seasonally 
in the southern half of the Refuge. Off-trail use would 
provide visitors with increased opportunities to view 
wildlife and to explore the grasslands. 

’*, ,7 ‘ ’- 

Oth& Public Usee 
In Alternatives B and D, visitors would have the 
opportunity to bike and ride horses on some of the 
Refuge’s multi-use trails. Although biking and 
equestrian uses are not priority public uses, they 
would provide means for visitors to access the 
Refuge’s interior to observe wildlife and explore the 
prairie landscape. 

( .  

A future trail ,would follow the road corridor dowii to the  Li~zdsay Ranch br im ~ I L  Altenzatices I3 and D. 
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The types and scale of publi'c use facilities'would vary 
considerablv in the four alternatives. Alternatives B 

1 1  

and D contain the greatest amount of facility 
development. Facility development in Alternative A 
would be limited to a portable restroom. In  Alternative 
c, facility development would consist of one trail, an 
overlook and a restroom. The trail system in 
Alternatives B and D would be planned to provide 
access to a variety of habitat types and to facilitate 
wildlife observation. 

Alternative A 
Other than providing a portable restroom, no public 
use facilities would be developed. Visitation to the 
Refuge would be by arrangement only and visitors 
would most likely be taken on auto tours along the 
access roads. 

Alternative B 
Facility development within Alternative B would 
carefully balance opportunities for visttors to explore 
the prairie with habitat conservation. Facility 
development would include trails, trailheads, overlooks, 
information kiosks, viewing blinds, contact station (with 

' restrooms) and parking areas. 

For the f irst 5 years of Refuge establishment, the site 
would only be open to the general public at scheduled 
times and one trail (1.75 miles) to Lindsay Ranch would 
be open to pedestrians. The initial trail would extend 
from the parking area to the Rock Creek overlook and 
make a loop within the Rock Creek drainage. 

Outlined below are all facilities that would be 
developed and open to the public 5 years after the 
Refuge is established: 

Traile: Approximately 12.8 miles of multi-use 
trails and 3.8 miles of pedestrian-only trails 
would be developed. The majority of the 
trails would follow converted road corridors 
away from riparian areas. Trails within the 
Rock Creek drainage and other sensitive 
areas would be subject to seasonal closures 
as needed to protect wildlife. Looped 
pedestrian-only and multi-use trails as well 
as connections to adjacent trail systems 
would accommodate a variety of trail users. 

Kiosk: Within a kiosk located outside the 
contact station, visitors would find maps of 
the trail system, rules and regulations, and 

.. information on Refuge wildlife and,habitat., 
. The kiosk would consistofthree'sign''pane1s 

:j 'hung on a wobden' struct 
would be accessible.to a1 

. . .  'contact station is closed. 
''. years of refuge establis 

is limited and before de 

, ' I  

, .  . 
I :' . . 

. . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  

.::. . . . .  .......... . . .  
. ,  

. .  

contact station, the kiosk wili-provide . 
information on current and future pdblic ' 
use opportunities. 

EquesW Uses: Only multi-use trails in 
the southern portion of the site would be 
open to equestrian uses. Hitching posts 
would be located near the contact station, 
allowing equestrian users to hike to 
Lindsay Ranch. 

Trailheads: Al l  entries to the Refuge trail 
system would be posted with signage that 
clearly demarcates the visitor's entry into a 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

h i h ~ ~ k  Three overlooks would provide 
views of the site and the outlying landscape. 
The overlooks would be simple and 
designed to fit into the prairie landscape. 
They would likely entail a graded, gravel 
area sited for its nearby and distant views. 
The Rock Creek and Highway 128 
overlooks would feature interpretive sign 
panels. Benches at the Woman Creek and 
Rock Creek overlooks would provide a 
resting point for visitors. 

Blinds: Wildlife viewing blinds would be sited 
to optimize observation opportunities. The 
blinds would be designed to blend in with 
the surrounding landscape and minimize 
disturbances to wildlife. 
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Parking Four parking areas (spaces for about Alternative D 
Alternative D would involve the greatest degree of 
public use facility development. This alternative would 
build on the facilities included in Alternative B and 
include a more extensive trail system, more 
parkingkrailheads, facility development, a visitor 
center and additional blinds and overlooks. Listed 
below are facilities that would be built in addition to 
those included in Alternative B: 

54 cars and one bus) would be constructed. The 
largest parking lot (30 spaces) would be located 
at the entry drive terminus and adjacent to the 
contact station. This main parking area would 
be designed to accommodate horse trailers. An 
additional parking lot (20 spaces) would be 
situated on the site's northern edge with 
convenient access from Highway 128. Pull-offs 
along the main access road, south of the visitor 
contact station, and along Indiana Street would 
provide additional parking spaces (3 to 4 
spaces each) for visitors using trails in the 
southern.portion of the Refuge. All parki 
areas. would be gravel and enclosed by a 

'ha&: The t ra i l  system would expand 
slightly on the trail routes planned for 
Alternative B with the addition of 3.8 miles 
of trails (21.2 total - 14.9 multi-u'se and 6.3 

estrian-only). :' 
. .  

. .  , : . _ .  . . .  

would tie,locatedmea questrian use. Hit 

contact station. cated a t  the 'parking are 
, .  . .  . .. 
( .  , . . I. . . .  , ' ,  ~ . , , ,  . ' ? .  ., ._ . .. " .  ,designed .to'accommodate horse tra 

.. . '.* Contact Station: A small structur;e , /  Creek overlook. 
(approximate1y:750 to 1,000 squa' re feet) 
would house an interpretive display and staff 

I . , . .  office space. The contact station would be the 
primary orientation point for visitors where 
they would collect information about the 
Refuge. The station also would serve as the 
meeting ground for guided tours and other 
Refuge programs. Located outside the main 
parking area, the contact station would be 
staffed seasonally (e.g., weekends from May 
through October), to provide visitor contact 
with Refuge staff. 

' 

ith trailheads on the east, 
wei t  and north sides of the Refuge and a 
trail connection with Arvada trails to the 
south, Alternative D would provide several 
access points and trail linkages. All entries 
to the Refuge trail system would be posted 
with signs that clearly demarcate entry 
into a National Wildlife Refuge. 

Overlooks An additional overlook (four 
total) would be located in the northwest 
corner of the Refuge along Highway 128. 
This roadside overlook would allow 
potential visitors to pull over and view the 
Rock Creek drainage from the Refuge's 
northern boundary All overlooks would be 
identical in design to those in Alternative 
B and would include interpretive sign 
panels and benches. 

Blinds: A second wildlife 

: 
, .  

Alternative C 
Public access would also be "by arrangement only" 
and facility development would be minimal. There 
would be no designated parking areas, blinds or visitor 
contact station. 

Trails: Under the supervision of a tour guide, 
visitors would be able to experience the 
Refuge on foot. The approximately 0.75 mile 
soft surface pedestrian trail would lead 
visitors to an overlook on top of the 
pediment. The trail would be built along a 
converted road. 

Overlook One overlook would be located 
above the Rock Creek drainage. 

Restroom: Toilets would be located at 
the trailhead. 

observation/photography facility would be 
located in an optimal viewing location. 

Outdoor Classroom: A "living classroom" would be 
designed to accommodate up to 60 students. The 
structure would comprise a 1,000-square foot, 
primitive shelter over a hard surface, with tables and 
benches to accommodate students. Also included 
would be 100-square feet of enclosed storage for 
education materials and moveable furniture. Programs 
conducted at the classroom would actively engage 
students in the exploration and study of the prairie. 

. .. 
I : . . .  

, . ,-. 
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management activities and does not represent all of 
the objectives and strategies. Detailed descriptions of 

2.4 OBJECTIVE AND STRATEGY OVERVIEW 

The following table provide a general overview of the 
activities that are proposed in the CCP alternatives. 
The table does not include all of the Refuge 

all Of the proposed management actions are presented 
in this chapter. 

Table 4. Objective and Strategy Overview 0 = Activity is proposed for that alternative 
o = Magnitude of activity varies 

'-'Potential use of prescribed fire . , > ; , "  

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 

0 .  0 

Monitor fawns 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 

Monitor for plague 0 0 0 

1 .  
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A L T E R N A T I V E S  
GOAL 2 PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND EDUCATION A B C D 
PUBLIC ACCESS 
Guided tours by arrangement 0 0 
Open public access 0 0 
Hiking trails 0 0 0 
Allow bicycles and horses on some trails 0 0 

INTERPRETATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 
I mplement on-site interpretive programs 0 0 
Education programs for school students 0 0 
Construct outdoor classroom 0 

HUNTING 
Allow youthldisabled hunting 0 0 

  RECREATION FACILITIES 
Trails.. , 

Overlooks,, 
'Wildlife viewing blinds 
Visitor contact station 
Visitor center 

GOALS 3,4 and 6 SAFETY, Co 

0 0 .* . .  , .:.o. ' 
. , .. .. 
. I .  

1 . . .  
. . .  

0 '  . .o. 0 
0,' ' , e 
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0 . .  
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0 . . . , .  . I  . .  
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ANDPARTNERSHIPS ' . A B C D 

Staff orientationlfirst aid training 0 0 0 0 

Develop a Health and Safety Plan 0 0 0 0 

Brief all visitors on safety issues 0 0 

Provide safety information 0 0 

OUTREACH AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
Distribute Refuge fact sheet 0 

Use several hands-on outreach methods 0 0 0 

Coordinate with other agencies 0 0 0 

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH 
Coordinate with other agencies 0 0 0 0 
Partner to maintain wildlife corridors 0 0 0 
Prioritize research needs 0 0 0 

VOLUNTEERS 
Create and implement volunteer program 0 0 

GOAL 6 REFUGE OPERATTONS A B C D 
STAFFING 
Share staff with Rocky Mountain Arsenal 0 0 0 0 

Biological staff 0 0 0 0 
Public use staff 0 0 
Fire staffing 0 0 0 0 
Law enforcement staff 0 0 

MANAGENENT FACILITIES 
Storagehaintenance facility 0 0 0 
Small office space on-site 0 0 0 
Prepare fire cache 0 0 0 0 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
Develop Historic Preservation Plan 0 0 

Stabilize Lindsay Ranch barn 0 0 0 

Survey following prescribed fire 0 0 0 

STAFF AND VISITOR SAFETY 



Chapter 2: Alternatives 

that the Service would implement to  achieve the goals 
of the Refuge. An objective is a general statement 
about what the Service wants to  achieve on the 
Refuge, while a strategy is a specific action, tool, 
technique o r  combination o f  the above used t o  meet 
objectives. Because each alternative has a different 
emphasis, the objectives and strategies would vary by 
alternative. The following sections provide the 
objectives and strategies for each alternative. In 
each alternative, the objectives and strategies are 
arranged by the six goals discussed under the Goals 
section in Chapter 1. Several goals were subdivided 
into topics. For example, Goal 1 addresses wildlife and 
habitat management. Objectives and strategies within 
this goal were developed for'species reintroduction, 
deer and elk management, prair ie dog management 
and other topics. ' 

A n  overview of the management activities that would 
occur under each alternative is illustrated in Table 4. A 
detailed sum,mary of the objectives and strategies for 
each alternative are summarized in Table 6 and the end 
of Chapter 2. 

Detailed descriptions of all the proposed management 
actions are located in the text  that follows. 

GOAL 1. WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Conserve, restore and sustain biological diversity of 
the native flwa and fauna of the mozuntainlprairie 
interface with particular cowderat ion  given to 
threatened and endangered species. 

The Refuge supports about 250 species of wildlife and 
several rare or sensitive plant communities. While 
some o f  these species and communities have specific 
management requirements that  are directly addressed 
in the following objectives, there are many others that 
are not specifically addressed. These include animals 
such as the short-horned lizard and red-tailed hawk 
and rare plants such as the tal l  upland shrubland 
community and forkt ip three awn. The Service will 
address these species and communities by focusing on 
sustaining and improving the habitat conditions that 
support their life processes. For example, the 
protection and improvement of Preble's meadow 
jumping mouse habitat (Objective 1.1) would benefit 
many other species that depend on riparian areas for 
survival, as well as wetlands and the tall upland 
shrubland community. Weed management strategies 

Preble's meadow jumping ?muse  is a tlireateiied species 
f o m d  o n  the Refuge. 

(Objective 1.5) would improve habitat conditions for 
numerous'grassland-dependerwspecies, including.the ; ... 

small mammals, and'some rare'plants,such as the.. .r. :,. , .;: 
forkt ip three awn. 

Whi1.e it is fiat outlined specifically in the objectives, 
the Service would continue to  informally monitor 
general wildlife populations and rare plant 
communities on the Refuge. In addition, the Service 
would work  w i th  CDOW, the Colorado Natural 
Heritage Program, area universities and other 
partners to  ensure that general wildlife and rare 
plants that  are not directly addressed in the objectives 
are protected and managed on the Refuge. 

Objedive 1.l-Preble's Habitat Management 

Background 
As the only known federally listed species that resides 
on the Refuge, it is the Service's responsibility to  
protect and conserve the threatened Preble's meadow 

jumping  mouse and its habitat. The life history of this 
species has not been studied thoroughly. What has 
been gleaned from habitat studies is that the species is 
a habitat specialist relying on well-developed shrub- 
dominated riparian vegetation. No t  only riparian areas 
are utilized; upland shrub and grasslands provide 
travel corridors, nest sites and forage. The 
replacement o f  native vegetation by noxious weeds and 
excessive grazing is shown to  reduce the quality and 
quantity o f  suitable Preble's habitat (Compton and 
Hugie 1993). 

Alternative A 
Beginning in the f i rst  year and throughout the life of 
the CCR protect about 1,000 acres of Preble's habitat 
on the Refuge. 

Rationale: The Service is obligated by law and agency 
policy to  protect Preble's habitat where it exists 

. .  

. .  short-horned Ii-zard, various ground nesting birds and.- ', : 1  . , '  

- . .  .* . , .  , -. , ,.. ,._, . . .  . .  
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throughout the Refuge. Currently, about 1,000 acres of 
riparian, wetland and adjacent grassland habitat areas 
have the potential to  support Preble's. In Alternative 

the degradation o f  Preble's habitat on the Refuge. 

1.1.2-1.1.5 -Same as A. 

1.1.6 - If necessary, Protect Preble's habitat by using 

grazinglbrowsing animals if the quali ty o f  the habitat 
is threatened. 

A, the Service would manage these areas t o  prevent fencing and population t o  exclude 

Strategies: 
1.1.1 - Every 2 t o  3 years, survey each drainage for 
the presencelabsence and abundance of Preble's using 
live-traps in randomly selected linear transects 
parallel t o  the stream, recording dominant vegetation 
type a t  t rap  locations (Kaiser-Hill 2001). 

1.1.2 - Allow natural revegetation of native species on 
l ightly used roads in Preble's habitat including 
unimproved stream crossings. 

. *  ' : .>., , : , ,  
! ~ : ... :" . . . .  . A  . 

. I  '' ;j ;b, :., -'.. ' 1.1.3 -Whi le  the species is under the consideratjon'of 
I / .  . . . I  ,....'. .': the ESA, consult w i th  the Service's Ecological.:. 

2 , .  ' -Services field,office omactions potentially.adversely 1 

. .  . .  . .  

. . .  . 
' .  I 

' , 1'. ;., , . . . . ~ . . . . . . .  . .  . affecting Preble's. 

1.1.4 - Develop habitat-sensitive weed management 
strategies for  use in Preble's habitat areas. 

1.1.5 - Control noxious weeds in Preble's habitat t o  
prevent an increase in weed distribution and density 
using I P M  tools (biological, mechanical, chemical 
applications and limited prescribed fire). 

Alternative B 
Beginning in the f i rst  year and throughout the life of 
the CCI? protect Preble's habitat, maintaining and 
improving approximately 1,000 acres of Preble's 
habitat on the Refuge. 

Rationale: In Alternative B, the Service would place a 
priori ty on the protection and improvement of riparian, 
wetland and adjacent grassland habitat that  have the 
potential to support Preble's. Preble's have evolved 
with grazing and browsing by ungulates, especially 
deer, and under normal circumstances should not be 
impacted by ungulate behavior. If, however, Refuge 
deer become overpopulated, over grazing/browsing 
within riparian areas has the potential to  adversely 
affect Preble's habitat in isolated areas. 

' 

. . A  

Strutegies: 
1.1.1 - Establish permanent transects in each stream 
drainage and survey these transects every 2 t o  3 
years for  the presencelabsence and abundance of 
Preble's using live-traps in linear transects parallel t o  
the stream, recording dominant vegetation type a t  
t rap  locations (Kaiser-Hill 2001; Burnham et at. 1980). 
Establish exclosures to  determine a baseline level of 
browsing and grazing. 

1.1.7 - Seek partnerships and funding fo r  the 
performance of biannual surveys for the presence and 
distribution of Preble's in areas where existing and 
proposed Refuge recreational trai ls cross Preble's 
habitat using live-trapping in grid patterns that 
encompass the stream and uplands. Record level and 
type of recreation use in the Preble's survey areas. 

1.1.8 - Manage for species recovery as indicated in the 
Service Recovery Plan (in dra f t  2003). 

., r:. . '1 . i  , , .  . 
I. . . .,:? ! 
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. Rationale: S a m  as B. 8. . 

* Strategies: 
1.1.1 - Every 3 years survey established trapping 
transects using line intercept method for, foliage 
density, foliage height diversity and plant species 
diversity (Kaiser-Hil l  2001; Burnham e t  at. 1980) in 
the r iparian woodlands, r iparian and tal l  upland shrub 
communities in Preble's habitat. Record dominant 
vegetation type a t  t rap  locations. 

1.1.2-1.1.5 -Same as A. 

1.1.6 - Same as B. 

1.1.8 - Same as B. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
1.1.1- Same us B. 

1.1.2-1.1.4 -Same as A. 

1.1.5 - Control weeds by biological control and spot 
mechanical and chemical application each growing 
season to  prevent an increase and density of 
infestation in Preble's habitat. 

1.1.6 - Same as B. 

1.1.7 - Establish a monitoring plan to  determine the 
effect of trai ls and recreation activity on Preble's. 



Objective l.2-Xerk Tallgrass Managemmi 

Background 
Xeric tallgrass prair ie is a rare vegetation community 
type that would be protected, maintained and 
restored in suitable locations. Tallgrass prair ie 
evolved w i th  the natural processes of f i re and grazing, 
which are important in supporting and invigorating 
the prair ie ecosystem. The disruption of these natural 
processes renders the prair ie community prone t o  the 
establishment of noxious weeds that often out- 
compete native plants. Infested native plant 
communities are reduced in their  capacity to  support 
native wildlife populations. A variety o f  techniques are 
needed to restore healthy, bala.nced native 
communities. . . . I ,. PM involves,us,hg techniques 'that 
simulate natural processes and cou,ld include: : 
prescribed fire; revegetation'wkh native spedes; , 

mechan-icalcontrol methods such as mowing, root,,  . , 

grubbing and hand pulling; chemical applications; 

As I P M  tools, prescribed f ire and grazing are useful,in 
helping to  control weeds, reduce plant litter, recycle 
nutrients and improve the overall healthand vigor of 
the native grasslands. Prescribed fire would be 
conducted considering state air quality regulations, 
ecological t iming (to maximize benefits to desirable 
species and effectiveness in controlling weed species), 
weather conditions and operational logistics. Grazing 
for ecological restoration purposes would likely consist 
of managed cattle for short periods of t ime t o  simulate 
natural processes and invigorate native grasses 
(grazing for the specific purpose of weed control is 
typically conducted using goats). Monitoring of these 
treatments and their effectiveness would allow the 
Service to adapt and alter techniques to improve long- 
term effectiveness. 

Alternative A 
Manage the existing extent (about 1,000 acres) of the 
xeric tallgrass prairie within the Rock Creek Reserve 
using I P M  strategies (as described in Objective 1.5 - 
Weed Management). 

Rationale: In Alternative A, the focus would be on 
controlling weeds throughout the 1,000 acres of xeric 
tallgrass within the Rock Creek Reserve. In other 
parts of the Refuge, xeric tallgrass management would 
be limited to general weed management, as described 
in Objective 1.5 - Weed Management. Prescribed f ire 
within the Rock Creek Reserve would be conducted to  
stimulate native plant growth, reduce plant litter, and 
help control weeds in the xeric tallgrass community. 

, '  . .  I , ' 

, . 

grazing; and biological agents. 1 
. .  
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Strategies: 
1.2.1 - Within 2 years, produce a long-term vegetation 
management plan that identifies detailed strategies 
for  weed management, restoration and xeric tallgrass 
prair ie species composition t o  be attained by the end 
o f  the CCI? 

1.2.2 - Throughout the growing season, conduct 
informal monitoring of grasslands for noxious weeds. 

1.2.3 - At a minimum, every 3 years survey selected 
vegetation point intercept transects to  determine 
ground cover, vegetation density, species and species 
richness, document effectiveness of weed control, 
assess impacts o f  disturbance on plant communities, 
t rack rat io o f  warm season t o  cool,season species and. 
provide overall assessment of.the:status-of the ' . . 

tallgrass community (Kaiser-Hil l  199!';'0wensby . .. 
1973). Detailed surveys would tie l i q i t ed  to. the .Rock 
Creek Reserve.' 

1.2.4 - Use prescribed f i re (in Rock' 
only), mowing and other restoration tools t o  stimulate 
the growth of native plants in the xeric tallgrass 
community and reduce fuel for  wildfire. Grazing 
would not be used. 

1.2.5 - Participate in regional efforts to  implement 
tallgrass prair ie conservation measures. 

1.2.6 - Suppress all wildfires. 

Alternative B 
By year 15, manage the existing extent (about 1,500 
acres) of the xeric tallgrass prairie across the Refuge 
to  achieve an average relative cover of no less than 
60 percent (+ 4 percent) native grasses and 10 
percent (+ 5 percent) forbs, wi th no more than 10 
percent of the average cover to  be invasive non- 
native species. Maintain the total number of native 
species to  be a t  least 80 percent of the about 285 
plant species that have been identified in the 
tallgrass community pr ior  t o  Refuge establishment. 

Rationale: Under Alternative B, the focus would be 
on maintaining and improving the 1,500 acres of xeric 
tallgrass across the site f rom the conditions that 
existed a t  the t ime o f  Refuge establishment. IPM 
techniques, as described in Objective 1.5 - Weed 
Ma?aagemeiat, would be used to maintain the native 
composition of species in the xeric tallgrass 
communities. While the number of plant species within 
the community fluctuates annually according to  
climactic conditions, a total of about 285 species are 
consistently found within this community. No t  meeting 
the objective as stated above does not necessarily 

I. I . 
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indicate the xeric tallgrass is critically imperiled but 
would warrant a more thorough investigation. 
Prescribed f i re would be conducted Refuge-wide to  
stimulate native plant growth, reduce plant l i t ter and 
help control weeds in the xeric tallgrass community. 

Strategies: 
1.2.1-1.2.2 - Same as A. 

1.2.3 - Same as A, except: Surveys would be 
conducted in xeric tallgrass areas Refuge-wide. 

1.2.4 - Use prescribed f i re in conjunction w i th  other 
restoration tools such as grazing, mowing, herbicides 
and biological controls to  simulate natural processes 

. that once existed a t  Rocky Flats. 

Altemative D 

Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
1.2.1 -1.2.2 - Same as A. 

1.2.3 - Same as B. 

1.2.4 - Do not use prescribed f i re  o r  grazing. Use 
other restoration tools such as mowing, herbicides and 
biological controls. 

1.2.5 -1.2.6 - Same as A. 

' , .  . :. . . . , . . 

. .. . .  
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. . .  .. escribed fire 'in areas identified in .: fuge is vegetated with I '  ' '. ' . Figure 10;: Prescribed f i re may be used in grassland 
... : ' ' areas a t  a average frequency of 5 t o  7 years (riparian. 

areas 5 to  10 years). These can occur for  two'years in 
a row but not less frequently than once every 10 to12 
years. Burn  areas would average about 200 to 500 
acres p e r  year of both xeric and mixed grasslands and 
portions of r iparian communities across the site. 

1.2.8 - Use grazing in areas identified in Figure 10. 
Grazing on a specific grassland area would be l imited 
to  short duration wi th high animal numbers (flash 
grazing for an average of 2 weeks) as identified in the 
Vegetation and Wildl i fe Management Plan. 
Temporary paddocks w i th  electric fencing would be 
used t o  contain livestock in specific areas. 

1.2.9 - Monitor ecological conditions before and after 
the application of any specific restoration tool. 

1.2.10 - In accordance w i th  Objective 3.2 - Visitor 
Safety, close the Refuge to  all public use pr ior  t o  and 
during the use of prescribed f i re on the Refuge. 

Alternative C 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
1.2.1 -1.2.2 - Same as A. 

1.2.3 -1.2.4 - Same as B. 

1.2.5 - 1.2.6 - Same as A. 

1.2.7 -1 -2.9 - Same as B. ' 
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shortgrass prairie communities, including mesic mixed. 
grassland,.xeric needle and thread grassland, short 
grassland,"and' reclaimed mixed grassland. While these '. 

communities are habitat for a variety of wildlife species 
on the Refuge, the Service has not outlined very many 
specific management strategies for  the mixed 
grassland prairie at the Refuge. Instead, management 
strategies that are important t o  these prair ie 
communities, including managing weeds, managing 
prairie dogs, restoring unused roads and sustaining 
habitat for introduced species, are covered under other 
wildlife and habitat management objectives. However, 
because many native wildlife species rely on diverse 
habitat components that  are not present in agricultural 
fields, hay meadows, o r  a monoculture of plant species, 
the Service has outlined specific management 
strategies related to restoration of these areas. 
Maintenance and enhancement o f  these mixed 
grassland prairie communities is integral t o  other, more 
specific objectives. 

' , . . ' 

As outlined in Objective 1.5 - Weed Management, a 
variety of I PM tools, including managed grazing and 
prescribed fire, would be used to  maintain the health 
and integrity of the mixed grassland prairie 
communities. Prescribed f i re would be conducted 
considering state air quality regulations, ecological 
t iming (to maximize benefits t o  desirable species and 
effectiveness in controlling weed species), weather 
conditions and operational logistics. Grazing for 
ecological restoration purposes would likely consist of 
managed cattle for short periods o f  t ime t o  simulate 
natural processes and invigorate native grasses 
(grazing for the specific purpose of weed control is 
typically conducted using goats). Monitoring of these 



treatments and their effectiveness allows for 
adaptation and alteration o f  techniques to improve 
long-term effectiveness. 

Alternative A 
Through the life of the CCI? maintain and improve the 
vigor and native species composition o f  short and mesic 
mixed grassland habitat according to  the management 
objectives for weed management, prairie dog 
management, habitat restoration and species 
reintroduction. 

Rationale: The mixed grassland prairie communities 
a t  the Refuge provide habitat for a variety of wildlife 
species. In Alternative A, these communities would be 

.' objectives. Prescribed fire.would be conductedjn the 

species. In addition, the mixed grassland prairie 
communities would be  managed according to the 
specific purposes of other objectives. Prescribed f ire 
would be conducted Refuge-wide to stimulate native 
plant growth, reduce plant l i t ter  and help control 
weeds in the mixed grassland prairie communities. 

Strategies: 
1.3.1-1.3.4 - Same as A. 

1.3.5 - Use prescribed f i re in conjunction w i th  other 
restoration tools such as grazing, mowing, herbicides 
and biological controls t o  simulate natural processes 
that once existed a t  Rocky Flats. 

, 

. I  : ,, . <  , .  

' . , managed according t o  the specific purposes.of;other . store, non-native reclaimed grasslands in the , . . . 

ow and other areas to a native mixed 
8 . .  

' !.,. ' Rock Creek Reserve to  stimulate native, t growth, (. graSsiand . .  community: , .  . . .  . . . ' .  . .  " 

. '  ... ' 
: reduce plant 'litter and help control weed heimixed-',:..' . ' '  ' "' . /.* 1.3.7 - Use orescribed f i re  in areas ide 

I ,  Figure 10. Prescribed f i re may be used in grassland 
areas a t  a average frequency of 5 t o  7 years (riparian 
areas 5 to 10  years). These can occur for two years in 
a row but no t  less frequently than once every 10 to  12  
years. Burn areas would average about 200 to 500 
acres per year of both xeric and mixed grasslands and 
portions of r iparian communities, across the site. 

-, c '  . 
- :. . .. grassland prairie communities. I ,  . , .  I 7 :.. ., ' t : 

. .  Strategies: . ,, , 
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1.3.1 - Use I PM strategies to  control o r  redruce '. 
noxious weed infestations and maintain or ,improve 
the vigor of native short and mesic grassland 
according to Objective - 1.5 Weed Management and 
Objective 1.4 - Road Restwatio?z. and Revegetation. 

. 

1.3.2 - Allow short and mesic grassland communities 
t o  support prair ie dog expansion, according t o  
Objective 1.7 - Prairie Dog Mamgement. 

1.3.3 - Maintain short and mesic grassland 
communities as needed t o  support the reintroduction 
o f  sharp-tailed grouse or other species, as directed 
under Objective 1.8 - Species Reintroduction. 

1.3.4 - Suppress al l  wildfires. 

1.3.5 - Use prescribed f i re ( in Rock Creek Reserve 
only), mowing and other restoration tools to stimulate 
the growth o f  native plants in the mixed grassland 
prair ie communities and reduce fuel for wildfire. 
Grazing would not be used. 

Alternative B 
Same as A, except restore 300 acres o f  non-native 
grassland in the southeast corner of the Refuge (hay 
meadow), as well as other reclaimed grassland areas, to  
a native mixed grassland community. 

Rationale: The mixed grassland prairie communities 
a t  the Refuge provide habitat for a variety of wildlife 
species. In Alternative B, the Service would restore 
non-native grassland areas, including the hay meadow, 
t o  improve the diversity o f  habitat for a variety of 

1.3.8 - Use grazing in areas identified in Figure 10. 
Grazing on a specific area would be limited to  short 
duration w i th  high animal numbers (flash grazing for 
an average of 2 weeks) as identified in the Vegetation 
Management Plan. Temporary paddocks w i th  electric 
fencing would contain the livestock in specific areas. 

1.3.9 - Monitor ecological conditions before and after 
the application of any specific restoration tool. 

1.3.10 - In accordance w i th  Objective 3.2 - Visitor 
Safety, close the Refuge t o  al l  public use pr ior  to  and 
during the use of prescribed f i re on the Refuge. 

Alternative C 
Same as B. 

Ratioitale: Same as B. 

/ 

Strategies: 
1.3.1-1.3.4 -Same as A. 

1.3.5 -1.3.10- Same as B. 

Altemative D 
Same as A. 

Rationale: Same as A. 
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Strategies: 
1.3.1-1.3.4 -Same as A. 

O @ d v e  14-Road Reatoration and Revegetation 

Background 
Currently about 70 miles of roads occur a t  the Refuge 
(of which about 20 miles wil l  remain under DOE'S 

jurisdiction). The removal and revegetation of 
extraneous roads would provide more wildlife habitat 
and reduce the effects of fragmentation. Fragmentation 
results f rom roads, trails and other disturbances 
interrupting continuous habitat w i th  unsuitable and 
possibly hostile environments. Fragmentation can 
affect plants and animals, resulting in the isolation of 
populations or  individuals, reduction'of genetic 

. . diversky; reduction of 'carrgng capacity.and other I 

,. . effects. Roads provide corridors for predators and are 
:,,: prone'to weed infestations. .Abrupt vegetation changes 

.at road edgesalter light, temperature and wind' ' 

exposure. Revegetation and the restoration of natural 
contours, either by natural succession o r  mechanical 
grading, would increase the quality and quantity of 
native wildlife and plant habitats. 

In all alternatives, the Service would retain about 25 
miles of roads for maintenance, f i re control, utility 
and ecological monitoring access. In some cases, the 
roads would also be used as trails. Unless designated 
otherwise, access roads would be closed to  public use. 

Alternative A 
Beginning in the f irst 3 years and completed during 
the life of the C c R  revegetate-in the Rock Creek 
Reserve-12 miles of unused roads with seven 
stream crossings. 

Rationale: The 2001 Rock Creek Reserve Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan (DOE 2001) calls 
for the removal and revegetation of unused roads 
within the Rock Creek Reserve. In Alternative A, the 
roads in the Rock Creek Reserve would be restored 
and revegetated, while the roads in the remainder of 
the Refuge would be left  in place. 

Strategies: 
1.4.1 - Allow natural revegetation o f  native species on 
lightly used roads and unimproved stream crossings, 
in areas not dominated by weeds. 

1.4.2 - In select locations, prepare (including soil prep, 
culvert removal, fill, regrading to  match original 
contours, herbicide application) and seed roadways 
and uplands with native species appropriate to  soil 
type, slope and aspect. 

: ' ,  
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' 
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1.4.3 - Where suitable, revegetate stream crossings 
with woody r ipar ian species. 

1.4.4 - Informally survey roadways for noxious weeds 
during the growing season and apply I P M  techniques. 

1.4.5 -Work  w i th  the Service's Ecological Services 
office and other agencies for  ESA consultation and 
necessary permits in Preble's habitat and wetlands 
and adjacent buffer zones. 

Alternative B 
Beginning in the f i rst  year and completed within the 
life of the CCR revegetate approximately 26 miles o f  

include about 7 miles of xeric tall,grass habitat an 
, about 11 miles o f  mixed grasslarid..prairie: ... , . .  .-. 

'Rutiomle: In Alternative B, r 

or maintenance access, would be.restored and 

width of a trail. 

Strategies: 
1.4.1-1.4.5 -Same as A. 

1.4.6 - Every  3 years survey restored habitat areas 
along selected vegetation point ,intercept transects 
to  determine ground cover, vegetation density, 
species and species richness; document effectiveness 
of weed control; assess impacts of disturbance on 
plant communities; and provide overall assessment 
of the vegetation community and restoration success 
(Kaiser-Hil l  1997; Owensby 1973). 

. . 

unused roads w i th  13 stream crossings. This would . , , , ,  < , , . ! 

. .  

, that are not being.used fo rpub  : . .  , .., 

revegetated, while others would%e!narro,wed'.to the' . . .. 

. . ,  . 
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. ,  . 
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Alternative C 
Beginning in the f irst year and within the f irst 10 
years, revegetate about 26 miles o f  unused roads with 
13 stream crossings. This would include about 8 miles 
of xeric tallgrass habitat and about 11 miles o f  mixed 
grassland prairie. 

Rationale: In Alternative C, restore and 
revegetate to a pre-settlement condition almost 
all roads not needed for f i re o r  Refuge access. 

Strategies: 
1.4.1-1.4.5 - Same as A. 

1.4.6 - Same as B. 
. . .  , ,  , I  . , .  

, . . I  . . ,  ) .  . . ,  

Al$eVti+ D ;, . . . ' . ' , , . . ~  , /  

Beginning,by'year'3 and completed within the'life of 
the CCI? revegefate'approximately 2'4 miles'of'unused 
roads witKk.st ieam ciossings..This would include :. , 

about 7 miles of xeric tallgrass habitat and about 12 
I . '  

. .  . 
gciissiand prairie. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies:. , 
1.4.1-1.4.5 - Same as A. 

1.4.6 - Same as B. 

Objedue 1.5-Weed Management 

Background 
Noxious weeds are nonnative plant species that  invade 
an area that has been disturbed o r  where vegetation is 
stressed. Noxious weed infestations reduce the capacity 
of native plant communities to  support wildlife 
populations and a diversity of organisms. Soil 
disturbances and cessation of the natural processes 
such as f ire and grazing have resulted in a proliferation 
of noxious weed species a t  Rocky Flats. 

I PM involves techniques that simulate the processes 
that contribute to  the integrity of the ecosystems and 
can be applied when conditions are optimum for 
greatest effectiveness: prescribed fire; revegetation 
wi th native species: mechanical methods o f  mowing, 
root grubbing and hand collection; chemical 
applications; and biological agents. Depending on the 
location and treatment, controlled grazing by goats o r  
cattle can be used as ecological restoration tools (as 
discussed in Objective 1.2 - Xeric Tallgrass 
Management) or  for weed management purposes. 

Monitoring the effectiveness of treatment allows 
adaptation and alterations of techniques to  improve 
long-term effectiveness. Diffuse knapweed and 

I . .  I 

Dalmatian toadflax are the principal threats to  the 
grasslands, while Canada thistle threatens wetlands 
and riparian areas. Weed management efforts wil l  seek 
t o  prevent the spread of existing infestations and the 
establishment of new ones. 

In .accordance with the Colorado Noxious Weed Act, 
the control o f  "list B" noxious weed species such as 
Diffuse knapweed, Dalmatian toadflax, and Canada 
thistle would be prioritized over the control o f  "list C"  
species such as field bindweed and jo in ted  goatgrass. 
Biological controls would be planned to minimize 
potential impacts to native species. 

Alternative A 
In .the Rock Creek Reserve, reduce 
diffuse knapweed and Dalmatian'to 
by 15percent within the f i rst  5'yea 
10 years and 50 percent w i t h k :  
in Kaiser-.Hill 2002). Reduce the 
the spread of other noxious wee 
Canada thistle by 50 percent within 15 years. Prevent 
the establishment of weed species (Jefferson County, 
Boulder County and State of Colorado weed lists) not 
ye t  observed on the Refuge. For the Refuge outside of 
Rock Creek, limit and control the spread and density of 
existing weed infestations beginning in the f i rst  year. 

Rationale: In Alternative A, staff resources would 
concentrate weed reduction efforts in the Rock Creek 
Reserve while attempting to  limit the expansion of 
weeds over the rest of the Refuge. Although the Rock 
Creek Reserve management plan (DOE 2001) did not 
specify weed reduction targets, the Service has 
established targets for  the Rock Creek Reserve. 

Strategies: 
1.5.1 - Employ an I PM approach t o  include the 
application of herbicides to  perimeters of knapweed 
and toadflax patches to  prevent their spread. 
Redistribute established biological control agents 
across the Rock Creek drainage and continue 
releases. Rake along fence lines and dispose of all 
tumbleweeds. Grub and handpull where needed. 

1.5.2 - Annually identify and map weed patches using 
a Global Positioning System (GPS) to  demarcate the 
areal extent and relative severity o f  infestations. Map  
treatment sites and monitor for  efficacy in subsequent 
growing season. 

1.5.3 - Correlate weed management wi th prair ie dog 
management to  minimize weed infestations in prair ie 
dog expansion areas. 

- . .  , .  ' 

I' ., 
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Alternative B 
Reduce the density of diffuse knapweed and 
Dalmatian toadflax populations by 15 percent within 
the f irst 5 years, 30 percent within 10 years and 60 
percent within 15 years (as described in Kaiser-Hill 
2002). Reduce the density and spread of other 
noxious weed species, especially Canada thistle by 
50 percent within 15 years. Limit and control the 
establishment of weed species (Jefferson County, 
Boulder County and State o f  Colorado weed lists) 
not yet  observed on the Refuge. 

Rationale: In Alternative B, the full range of IPM 
tools, including chemical, biological and mechanical 
control, prescribed f ire and grazing, would be 
available to  reduce noxious weed concentrations 

10 and 15 years, respectively (instead o f  15,30 and 60 
percent). 

Rationale: Same as B, except prescribed f ire and 
grazing would not be used. 

Strategies: 
1.5.1-1 5.3 - Same as A. 

1.5.4 - SUWW U S  B. 

Objective 1.6- Deer and Elk Manugemmt 

Background 
CDOW has primary responsibility for the management 
of deer and elk herds throughout the state and 
cooperated with the DOE for wildlife management at 

. . I ,  . . : I ,' . .  .throughout the.Refuge. Prescribed f ire wouldbbe '( 

. .  , . , )subject to'an,approved fire management plan and : ;: 
. ''1. state air quality regulations; Grazing also wo,uld be '. 

.Flats.before Refuge estab 
:to.set population levels at, !-..e+ carrying ' .  * .  :: 

y,'bit the,Service believes et'ting a target ' ' ', 

. .. I .  , ' . .  ' 

...," :., 
;; ! ' . 
. , ., .,. . 
, ( .  

- .  . .  

subject t d a n  approved plan..Burning along fence I 

, lines would reduce seed spread of noxious weeds, 
and the removal of plant l i t ter would reduce the 
amount o f  herbicide that would be required to 
control weed infestations in that area. 

Strategies: 
1.5.1-1.5.3 -Same as A. 

1.5.4 - Develop a comprehensive I PM plan. 

1.5.5 - Conduct annual informal survey for new 
infestations during the growing season, focusing 
on  roadways, trails, restoration areas and 
disturbed sites. 

1.5.6 - If necessary, establish temporary interior 
fencing in areas where weeds are wind dispersed 
t o  collect weeds and limit dispersal. Burn along 
fence lines and dispose of al l  tumbleweeds. 

1.5.7 - Use managed grazing o f  goats, o r  other 
livestock as appropriate for  short periods t o  
control weed infestations and simulate natural 
grassland processes. 

Alternative C 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
1.5.1-1.5.3 -Same us A. 

1.5.4 -1.5.7 - Same as B. 

Alternative D 
Same as B, except reduce diffuse knapweed and 
Dalmatian toadflax by 10, 15 and 30 percent within 5,  

, popula;ion, ,,. level for the Refuge wi l l  provide.foibetter 

present fewer: difficulties in determining what the 
carrying capacity should be. The resulting target 
population,level may be lowered if degradation is 
occurring in Preble's habitat (riparian and upland 
shrubs). Continued cooperation wi th the CDOW wil l  
provide continuity in management, sharing of resources 
and provide larger habitat areas for deer and elk. 
Management of deer and elk populations is necessary to  
maintain the health of the herds and prevent the 
degradation of sensitive habitats such as riparian 
woodlands and shrublands and tallgrass prairie. 

Alternative A 
Work w i th  CDOW to establish target populations and 
manage deer and elk populations as needed t o  prevent 
overpopulation, the spread of disease and adverse 
impacts to  Preble's habitat. 

Rationale: In Alternative A, due to limited resources, 
the Service would cooperate wi th CDOW's population 
management efforts on the Refuge. The Service would 
seek the assistance of CDOW in the event that deer 
populations excessively degrade Preble's habitat, o r  if 
chronic wasting disease or  any other wildlife concern is 
suspected on the Refuge. 

Strategies: 
1.6.1 - Work w i th  CDOW in population monitoring 
and control through culling and other methods. 

1.6.2 - Assist C D O W  in establishing target 
populations for deer and elk on the Refuge. 

1.6.3 - Every 2 years monitor for  ungulate induced 
degradation using mult iple methods for foliage 

. : 
.. gement, of,the ungulate population-and would , 



density, foliage height diversity and plant species 
diversity (Anderson and Ohmart  1986) in the r iparian 
woodlands, r iparian and tal l  upland shrub 
communities in Preble's habitat. 

Alternative B 
Within 3 years, establish deer and elk population 
targets t o  be achieved by year five. Adverse effects t o  
Preble's o r  other federally endangered o r  threatened 
species and their habitats may necessitate reduced 
population target levels. 

Rationale: In Alternative B, a public hunting 
program may be all that is necessary to  control the  
herd size; however, additional culling by Refuge staff' 
and CDOW, or  keeping the.:herd away from'sensitive' 
habitat areas with exclosures o i  temporary fencing 

' :.. may be required. TheServi,ce would correlatejthe. '-" 

' . ., establishment of populatiodtargets wi th the public :: ' 

hunting program to maximize.the ut i l i ty 'of hunting 
as a management too1,an ;ensure that it does .not 
adversely impact popula 

1.6.1 - Coordinate and assist C D O W  t o  monitor and 
manage populations through a public hunting 
program, culling by Refuge or  CDOW personnel, o r  
temporary exclosures. 

1.6.2-1.6.3 - Same as A. 

. .  

. ,  . .  , Strategies: . . .  . 

1.6.4 - Perform annual deer and elk relative 
abundance or  relative density study by direct count. 

1.6.5 - Establish permanent vegetation photo 
points in riparian and upland shrubs and use them 
to monitor for excessive habitat degradation by 
ungulates every 2 years. Establish exclosure plots 
to determine the extent of browsing. 

1.6.6 - Work wi th other agencies t o  protect 
movement corr idors between the Refuge and 
nearby habitat areas. 

Alkmative C 
Same as B. 

Rationale: In Alternative C ,  no public hunting 
or culling of the herd would be permitted. 
Other strategies including temporary fencing 
may be required. 

Strutegies: 
1.6.1 - Same as B, except coordinate and assist 
CDOW to manage populations using culling and other 
strategies (public hunting would not be used). 

1.6.2- 1.6.3 - Same as A. 

1.6.4 - Seasonally monitor ungulate distr ibution and 
movement patterns by direct count. 

1.6.5- 1.6.6 - Same as B. 

1.6.7 - Annually survey by direct count population 
number, composition, fawning rate and fawn survival. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: A public hunting program may be all that  
is necessary to  control the herd size, but additional 

'. size'within target population limits. Due to  the numb 
'of resources being used to accomplish public use and'! 
restoration objectives; it.may take Ionget to'estab1ish.i 

.'and,achieve population targets., The Service would;. ' 
correlate the establishment of populatian. targets w i th  
the public hunting program to maximize the utility o 
hunting as a management tool and to  ensure that it 
does not adversely impact populations. 

1.6.1 - Same as B. 

. culling by Refuge staff may'be required to  keep herd ' I "  ! .  

) . .  

, , ..._ jl 

Strategies: , ,  . 

1.6.2 - Same as A. 

1.6.3 - Same as A, except monitor every 3 years 
(instead o f  every 2 years). 

1.6.4 - Same as B. 

Objective 1.7-Pmirk Dog Management 

Background 
Prairie dogs are important components in the short 
and mesic grasslands systems. They are commonly 
considered a "keystone" species because their activities 
(burrowing and intense grazing) provide food and 
shelter for many other grassland species. While black- 
tailed prair ie dogs are no longer a candidate species for  
threatened status listing under the ESA (as of August 
2004) the Service still has a strong interest in 
conserving the species and habitat where appropriate. 

Rocky Flats contains about 2,460 acres of potential 
prairie dog habitat, based on an analysis of suitable 
soils, vegetation, and slope. While about 113 acres of 
prairie dog colonies have been identified in recent 
years, active prairie dog colonies a t  Rocky Flats 
currently comprise an area of about 10 acres. 
Thresholds for prairie dog expansion in the various 
alternatives are based on these existing conditions and 
the extent of potential habitat. 
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Alternative A 
Allow prairie dog populations to expand naturally across 
the Refuge outside of recognized Preble's habitat. 

Rationale: In Alternative A, the Service would 
depend on natural habitat conditions and predation t o  
regulate the size and location of prair ie dog colonies. If 
prairie dogs colonize and degrade Preble's habitat 
areas (such as wetlands and riparian grasslands), the 
Service would consider relocation to  more suitable 
habitat areas on the Refuge. 

Strategies: 
1.7.1 - Trap and relocate on site, o r  use other methods 
to exclude prair ie dogs from Preble's habitat in the 

I .  . Rock Cr,eek Reserve. 

f rom Preble's habitat and xeric tallgrass throughout 
the Refuge. 

1.7.2-1.7.5 - SUW U S  A. 

1.7.6 - Annually monitor and map the location, extent 
and distribution o f  prair ie dog populations including 
densities and vegetation characteristics wi th in prair ie 
dog towns. 

1.7.7 - Annually monitor fo r  plague and respond w i th  
flea control if appropriate. 

Alternative C 
Same as B, except allow prair ie dog populations'to .. . , . I. .. .I , . 
expand up to  500 acres. " - ' ' ' " ' . ,  . '  

: . .  . , ' ?  ,' ',. t .  , . .  /; , i  

RatiovzaZe:.: With. the. limited'staff 'resource 
Altemative,C, it could .be:aifficuIt-to.Iimit:p 

... . 
, I (  

, , .  . 

( 1  8 dogs from off-Refuge I expansion if they populate large areas: Because of the li 

1 emphasis on ecological restoration of the site to  a pre- 
settlement condition in this alternative, large expansion 

. " I .  1.7.4 - Cooperate w i th  DOE'S stewardship designee to  
manage prair ie dogs on D O E  retained lands through 
visual and vegetative barr iers where necessary. 

1.7.5 - Correlate prair ie dog management with weed 
management efforts to  minimize weed infestations in 
prair ie dog expansion areas. 

Alternative B 
Allow prairie dog populations to  expand up to  750 acres 
in areas of non-native grassland as well as short and 
mixed native grasslands outside of recognized Preble's 
habitat across the Refuge 

Ratiomle: Restoration is a key component of 
Alternative B. The Service would manage for a 
sustainable prairie dog population that contributes t o  
the overall function and integrity of the grassland 
communities and does not degrade other sensitive 
resources (such as wetlands, shrublands and xeric 
tallgrass prairie). With limited staff resources, it 
could be difficult to  limit prairie dog expansion if they 
populate large areas, so it is important that the 
Service maintain a manageable prairie dog population 
on the Refuge. If necessary, the Service would t r y  to  
limit the expansion of prairie dogs into sensitive areas 
that do not provide primary habitat for prairie dogs. 
Because human recreation is a significant component 
of Alternative B, plague control methods may be 
needed in prairie dog management to  protect prairie 
dog colonies as well as Refuge visitors. 

Strategies: 
1.7.1 - If necessary, t rap and relocate wi th in the 
Refuge, o r  use other methods t o  exclude prair ie dogs 

of prairiedogs would be limited to the extent possible 
until restoration is completed. The integrity of the xeric 
tallgrass and riparian woodland, riparian shrublands 
and uplands considered Preble's habitat across the site 
would be protected. 

Strategies: 
1.7.1 - Same U S  B. 

1.7.2-1.7.5 - Same as A. 

1.7.6 - Same U S  B. 

1.7.7 - Informally monitor for  the presence o f  plague 
and consult w i th  local public health officials. 

Alternative D 
Same as B, except allow prair ie dog populations to  
expand up to 1,000 acres. 

Rationale: With the emphasis on providing more 
public use opportunities in Alternative D, prairie dogs 
would be allowed to  populate larger areas than in 
Alternatives B and C recognizing that it could be 
difficult to  limit prairie dog expansion if they populate 
large areas. To the extent possible, the integrity of the 
xeric tallgrass and riparian woodland, riparian 
shrublands and uplands considered Preble's habitat 
across the site would be protected. Because human 
recreation is a significant part  of Alternative D, plague 
control methods would be used in prairie dog 
management to  protect prairie dogs and visitors. 

Strategies: 
1.7.1 - Same as B. 
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Chapter 2: Alternatives 

1.7.2 - Same as A. 

1.7.3 - Evaluate the suitability of accepting prair ie 
dogs from off-site locations. 

1.7.4 -1.7.6 - SUW U S  A. 

1.7.7 - Same as B, except annually monitor and 
quantify prair ie dog populations, but do  no t  
monitor densities and vegetation characteristics 
within prair ie dog towns. 

1.7.8 - Same as B. 

Oirjective 1.8-SpeCike ReinCroducCion 

B&und' . . 

. .  CDOW holds the primary responsibil,ity,.for wildlife .. ,' 

.mLanagement . 3 .  I .  in.Colorado and cooperated . .  . ,  w i th  the '- , 
D O E  ;, for . . wildlife management on Rocky Flats before ; 
Refuge establishment. CDOW, through a cooperative 

'effort wi th City of Boulder, introduced a. small number 
of plains sharp-tailed grousejust north of the Refuge 
on Boulder's open space land during spring 2003 and is 
interested in expanding'the introduction o f  the grouse 
ontothe Refuge. The Service worked w i th  CDOW t o  
introduce northern redbelly dace and the common 
shiner in Rock Creek during summer 2003. 

Alternative A 
During the 15-year life of the CCI? facilitate and assist 
reintroduction of native extirpated species by, o r  in 
coordination with, the CDOW. I mplement population 
monitoring of existing reintroductions (redbelly dace, 
common shiner) and any new reintroductions until 
successfully established. 

Rationale: In Alternative A, Service cooperation 
wi th CDOW on introductions/reintroductions would 
provide continuity in management, sharing of 
resources and benefit the ecosystems and native 
communities present on the Refuge. The Service, 
however, would not take a leading role in species 
reintroduction. A n  alternating year monitoring 
program would enable the limited staff resources to 
rotate population monitoring. 

Strategies: 
1.8.1 - Coordinate wi th CDOW t o  introduce and 
monitor plains sharp-tailed grouse. 

1.8.2 - Coordinate wi th CDOW in species release, 
monitoring and habitat maintenance needs on the 
Refuge. 

1.8.3 - Coordinate wi th CDOW on monitoring native 
fish reintroduction (northern redbelly dace and 

, . .  . . 

common shiner) in Rock Creek, until they are 
successfully established. 

Alternative B 
Within 3 years of Refuge establishment, evaluate the 
suitability for introducinglreintroducing plains sharp- 
tailed grouse and other native species, prioritize the 
species that could be introducedlreintroduced during 
the life of the CCP and implement population 
monitoring of reintroduced species a t  least annually 
until populations are established. 

Rationale: In Alternative B, a full evaluation of 
Refuge habitat suitability is needed before 
introductions/ reintroductions.are planned. Service 
staff.would play an active role in evaluating the 

w i th iCDOWto managehplementationi Pbpulation ' . : .  
mon,itocing..by Service staff would be.implemented as ' : 

necessary ,.~, , . . . . . . . . .  . ,  

Strcitegiii;;'. :. .: ' 

1.8.1 - Coordinate w i th  and assist CDOW in 
evaluating the suitability o f  the Refuge for plains 
sharp-tailed grouse and other native species. 

1.8.2 - Oversee and assist CDOW w i th  species release, 
monitoring and habitat maintenance on the Refuge. 

1.8.3 - Annually monitor native fish (northern 
redbelly dace and common shiner) in Rock Creek. I f  
needed, reintroduce them in the Walnut Creek 
drainage and Woman Creek (provided suitable 
habitat exists), until successful establishment. 

1.8.4 - If found suitable fo r  introduction, during the 
f i rs t  2 years of the CCR complete a management plan 
fo r  the plains sharp-tailed grouse. 

Alternative C 
Same as B, except within 3 years, remove the 
introduced common shiner and redbelly dace from the 
Lindsay Ranch ponds and determine if they can be 
relocated elsewhere on the Refuge (in order to  restore 
the ponds to  native wetlands). 

Ratio?aale: Similar to  Alternative B, Service staff 
would partner wi th CDOW t o  evaluate the suitability of 
reintroduction efforts and implement and monitor 
those efforts. Wi th  the focus on ecological restoration 
of the site to  pre-settlement conditions under 
Alternative C, stocked native fish populations in the 
Lindsay Ranch ponds would need to  be transplanted to  
the other drainages (on site, if possible) and the ponds 
restored to a native wetland condition. 

, ' , ,  ,.,: suitability o f  reintroduction efforts )and would partner. . .  . 

. .. .- . . . .. , . .. . . ._. I, 

. . . .  . . 
. .  

. .  
. .  , .. t s . . .  - . .  . . . 
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Chapter 2 Alterrialives 

Strategies: 

Alternative D 
During the f irst 3 years of the 15-year CCI? complete 
an evaluation o f  the Refuge's suitability for the 
reintroduction of plains sharp-tailed grouse and 
implement population monitoring. 

Rationale: In Alternative D, additional resources 
would be focused on providing a full range o f  public 
use opportunities and aside from the grouse and 
native fish, no other reintroductionshntroductions 
would be proposed. 

Strategies: 

1.8.2 -'&me as B, .except coordinate, w i th  ?nd'assist, 
CDOW (but not oversee CDOW).' '? ' 

1.8.3 - Same as B. - .. :: 

GOAL 2. PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION . .  

Provide visitors and students high quality 
recreational, educational and interpretive 
oppdunities and foster an understanding and 
appreciation of the Refuge's xeric tallpass prai?-ie, 
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlijfe; 
the history of the site; and the NWRS. 

1.8.1-1.8.4 - S a m  U S  B. 

.. . 
I , . .  , . 

. I  ' . .  
I .  . L  * 

' . .  
I .  . .  
, ... ' ,  ,. , 9 . : .  I '  .' '.i. . 1.8.1 - Same as B. , .,.._ 

. .  .I .. ~ , < . , ,. -!..'. . 
. a: .  . .  

. , . . .  . , .  . ... . 
.. ' 

. .  

. .  
I .  

Objediive 2.1-Visitor E~perienCe 

Alternative A 
For the life of the CCR provide guided interpretive 
tours for less than 300 visitors annually (less than 2 
tours a month). During their visit, 90 percent of site 
visitors would be informed about the safety steps that 
were taken prior to  Refuge establishment. 

Rationale: In this alternative general public access 
is restricted. The only public use permitted would be 
organized guided tours of the Refuge. Because 
Service staff would accompany all visitors, all visitors 
would enjoy a safe, informative tour of select high- 
quality resource areas within the Refuge. In an 
effort to make visitors feel safe, all tours would 
include information about the steps that were taken 
to  ensure safety pr ior  to Refuge establishment. One 
survey would be developed to  measure all visitor 
experiences and would include questions related to  
use patterns, satisfaction and understanding of the 
resource (as referred to in objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 
and 2.5). 

Strategies: 
2.1.1 - Develop a guideline and reservation system t o  
manage public use and arrange tours. 

2.1.2 - Provide a staff contact for  every tour t o  explain 
the site's history and resources as well as the Refuge 
System's mission and help ensure that visitors feel 
safe during their  visit. 

2.1.3 - Develop a survey t o  measure the quali ty of the 
visitor experience. 

Alternative B 
, Within the f i rst  5 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
. .  the Service would initiate efforts to  make Refuge 

, .  

. :  I .. . . ,- .visitors feel safe and would ensure that at least 75 
' . , *  ' 

'-,percent of..visitors would be informed about-the safety 

Ration'ale: Access t o  the Rocky. Flats site has been 
highly restricted during both the nuclear production 

substantial amount o f  public skepticism about the site's 
safety and a lack of familiarity w i t h  the site's resources 
are likely t o  hamper visitation. To ease public 
apprehension about the site, it would be crucial to  
ensure that visitors feel welcome, safe and comfortable. 
During focus groups about visitor use and outreach 
programs, specialists emphasized the importance of 
communicating wi th the public and explaining cleanup 
results and ongoing safety measures. One survey would 
be developed to  measure all visitor experiences and 
would include questions related t o  use patterns, 
satisfaction and understanding of the resource (as 
referred to  in objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5). 

.( ':; ,: . ,, . 
.-; I . - i.isteps _ I  that.were taken pr ior  to  Refuge establishment. . .  

.* , , I 7  . 
. . 

'. , ' '. ' . *  ' 

, I  

and the cleanup phases of the site's'history. A " ' 

. .  

. .  

0 L 

5 
0 

Rejuye tours, open visits and interpretive programs would 
increase public awweness of the RejtLge system. 
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Strategies: 
2.1.2 - Provide a staff contact during peak seasons to  
welcome visitors and address safety concerns. 

2.1.3 - Develop a survey designed to measure how 
safe visitors feel during their visit. 

2.1.4 - Develop an outreach program t h a t  reaches 
beyond the site's boundaries and educates 
surrounding communities about the Refuge's safety 
and amenities. 

2.1.5 - Use signage, staff contact, brochures, website 
and other means to convey safety information. 

2.1.6 - Implement a volunteer progra,m focused on 
. .  , .  

, .  ''1. .I : . , !.;~.:;. ,:, ., he,lping the pub,lic and .site,.Wtors understand, efforts 
I (  

Rationale: S a m  as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

O@e&ive 2.2-Public Aecess 

Alternative A 
Initiate limited guided tours (fewer than 300 visitors 
annually) of the Refuge within the first year of the 
Refuge's establishment and provide opportunities for 
wildlife observation, photography and limited 
interpretation. The tours would be conducted 
throughout the life of the CCP About 75 percent of 
visitors would report satisfaction with their guided 
,Refuge experience. 

. . c .  

Visitor,access and wildlife-,dependent uses .. ;,". 

mitted-on a guided tour. Site tours 
de;visitors the opportunity to view unique 

. , .  . . 
. . ,  .., ,that have,been .made to ensure . . .  the:safety. . of1sit.e ,. .* . . .. : ~ 

,. I 

s prairie, 'upland ,shrub and wetland- I I . ' 
"habitats'and to understand the site's history and the ' . , I  

' NWRS. Hunting: equestrian and bicycling uses would y. 

. I  

, j ' .  

. . .  , 

, , , , . I , ? . . , - : ' -  1 , .  . ,  users. I 

l .  ' .  ' 
, . . .  - \ .  

.,, . 
. , % . . .  a. i , -  .. 

' . 2.1.7 - Keep surrounding communities including; but 
not limited -to;Jefferson, Boulder and Broomfield ;". ! 
counties, the cities of Westminster, Arvada,' Boulder,." 
,..Golden and Broomfield and nearby school districts 
informed about Refuge events and the progress of the 
CCP's implementation. 

Alternative C 
For the life of the CCI? provide guided interpretive 
tours for less than 1,000 visitors annually. During their 
visit, 90 percent of site visitors would be informed 
about the safety steps that were taken prior to Refuge 
establishment. 

Rationale: The primary emphasis for this alternative 
is ecological restoration and protection with limited 
public use. All public use would be through arranged 
tours including classes and other research groups. 
Visitor numbers would be low because Refuge's 
funding would be directed primarily toward resource 
preservation and restoration rather than visitor use. 
Because Service staff would accompany all visitors, 
they would enjoy a safe, informative tour of select high 
quality resource areas within the Refuge. I n  an effort 
to make visitors feel safe, all tours would include 
information about the steps that were taken to ensure 
safety prior to  Refuge establishment. One survey 
would be developed to measure al l  visitor experiences, 
using questions related to use patterns, satisfaction and 
understanding of the resource (as referred to in 
objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5). 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

not be permitted. In all alternatives, dogs would be 
prohibited on the Refuge because they pose a threat to 
the wildlife resources on the Refuge. In  order to 
minimize disturbances to the natural environment, 
visitors would be restricted to designated areas. 

Strategies: 
2.2.1 - Develop and implement a survey that 
measures visitor satisfaction and use patterns. 

2.2.2 - Do not permit dogs on the Refuge. 

2.2.3 - Use existing roads as routes for the tour. No 
trail or other visitor use facilities would be developed. 

Alternative B 
By the end of 15 years, visitors would have 
opportunities to observe and photograph wildlife and 
to experience the Refuge's unique habitats, mountain 
and prairie views on foot, bike and horse. Satisfaction 
with their Refuge experience would be reported by 75 
percent of visitors. 

Rationale: One of the goals of the Refuge System is to 
foster an understanding of wildlife and its habitat by 
providing the public with safe, high quality, wildlife- 
dependent public uses. The Refuge provides 
opportunities for the public to experience the unique 
xeric tallgrass prairie, upland shrub, wetland habitats 
and learn about the site's history and the NWRS. 
Trails and overlooks would be designed to allow visitors 
to experience the diverse areas of the site and 
expansive views of the mountain backdrop and the 
Denver/Boulder metropolitan area. 



Off t ra i l  use would be allowed on a seasonal basis for 
pedestrian access only in the southern portion of the 
Refuge during specific times of the year (October- 
April). L imit ing off t ra i l  use to  the late fall and winter 
would limit impacts to  ground nesting birds and deer 
fawning in the uplands. off trai l  use would provide 
opportunities for amateur naturalists, wildlife 
photographers and others t o  access their  subjects. 

Rationale: Same as A. 

Strategies: 
2*2.1-2*2.2 - same as A. 

2.2.10 - Provide the minimum amount of public use 
facilities, including trai ls and overlooks, t o  allow 
visitors t o  obtain views of key resource areas while 
minimizing impacts to  wildlife. 

To protect Preble's and other wildlife habitat, closures in 
the Rock Creek area and other drainages would be 
instituted on an as needed basis. Overlooks, however, 
would remain open and provide views into the riparian 
areas. Dogs would be prohibited on the Refuge because 
they are permitted on nearby opeti spaces and pose a 

.. threat to,wildlife resources. . . . . . . . . . . . .  ::'.".. . : I: . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . .  
. !  . ' .:. I .  I .  .. .,,! ..:_ t '  . . , : . .  - . . :  . ' . s .  . I  . . . . . . .  

. : .  , . .  
, .  . . . . . . . .  . Strategies:' . .  

. .  

. . . . . .  2.2.1-2:2.2 Same as A: .*..:: . . .  
. . . . .  1:. . , \ + *  . . . .  

2.2.11 - Minimize the scale of all facilities, where 
appropriate, place them in previously disturbed areas. 

Alternative D 
Throughout the life of the CCI? visitors would have '. ;. ' ' 

opportunities t o  observe and photograph wildlife a 
experjence the Refuge's unique habitats and moun 
and prairie views. About 75 percen 
reportsatisfaction wi th participati 

< .- wildlife dependent,recreational.us . . . . . . .  v: . . . .  
. . .  . . . . .  . .  . . . .  : .  

. .  . .  
. . , .  

': 2.2.3 - Develop trails to provide multiple I Rationale: Same as B. '. 
Opportunities for viewing and photographing wildlife. . .  

. .  Strategies: 
2.2.~-2,2.2 - same as A. 2.2.4 - Allow off-trai l  use in the southern port ion o f  

the Refuge (south o f  Woman Creek) between 
October and Apri l .  

2.2.5 - Establish seasonal t ra i l  closures in Rock Creek 
and other drainages as necessary t o  minimize impacts 
to  wildlife. Keep portions o f  the rim trai ls open for 
viewing the riparian areas. 

2.2.6 - Provide a seasonally staffed visitor contact 
station to  inform visitors about the Refuge's 
resources and how to  best experience the Refuge 
during different seasons. 

2.2.7 - Open the Refuge to the public f rom sunrise 
to  sunset. 

2.2.8 - Maintain public access on the main access 
road only. Close all other roads to  public access. 

2.2.3-2.2.5 - Same as B. 

2.2.6 - Provide a staffed visitor center to  inform 
visitors about the Refuge's resources and 
opportunities for  experiencing the Refuge. 

2.2.1-2.2.9 - Same as B. 

0 

a 
2 

Y 

YI 

c n 

v1 

2.2.9 - Do not permit  motorized vehicles on the 0 

Refuge except in designated parkinglaccess areas, 
refuge maintenance access and access t o  utility 
easements, ditches, and private mineral rights. 

Alternative C 
Initiate limited guided tours (limited to 1,000 visitors 
annually) of the Refuge within the f i rst  year of the 
Refuge's establishment and provide limited 
opportunities for wildlife observation, photography and 
interpretation. The tours would be conducted 
throughout the life of the CCF? About 75 percent of 
visitors would report satisfaction wi th their guided 
Refuge experience. 

Refuge nccess would be limited to guided t o w s  i ? L  
Altemutives A ai~d C. 
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Objedive 2.3-Appr- of i%e NaEional Wildlqe 
Rtfiqe Systern 

of the Visitor Services Plan, a step-down plan that will 
outline visitor services in more detail than the CCP 

Alternative A 
For the life of the CCI? 90 percent of the visitors who 
are allowed site access would understand and 
appreciate the NWRS mission, the purpose of the 
Refuge and most importantly, the natural and cultural 
resources of the Refuge. 

Rationale: Al l  visitors would be on guided tours with 
knowledgeable staff that would explain the NWRS 
mission, the purpose of the Refuge and the resources of 
the Refuge. 

, I ,' ll. Strategies: , . .  . .  
, .  . .  2.3.1 - Keep Refuge visitati0n:very 'lowiand provide ',> 

. .  staff contact on all tours. Adjust visitation limits-as '., 

needed.to minimize, impacts on' Refuge.resources. .: " ,*' 

2.3.2 - Develop a visitor use tracking-system to , . 
measure the number of visitors. Use.it:in conjunction 
with the visitor experience survey to identify changes 
needed to improve the visitor's experience. 

2.3.3 - Distribute a survey to tour participants every 7 
years (twice during the life of the CCP). Distribute the 
survey over the course of a year to ensure that 
feedback is collected during all four seasons. 

Alternative B 
By the end of the CCI? 65 percent of visitors would 
understand and appreciate the NWRS, the purpose of 
the Refuge and the natural and cultural resources of 
the Refuge. 

Rationale: Given the drastic shift in the use of Rocky 
Flats from nuclear weapons production to a wildlife 
refuge, the public is unfamiliar with the site's new 
mission and i t s  natural resources. As people begin to 
feel safe and comfortable with accessing the Refuge, 
the Service would strive to foster public awareness and 
appreciation of the Refuge System and the purpose of 
the Refuge. The Refuge's proximity to urban areas 
presents a good opportunity to educate a large number 
of people about the NWRS and its role in conservation 
across the country. 

Strategies: 
2.3.1 - Include questions in the visitor surveys and 
questionnaires (strategy 2.2.1) that measure visitors' 
understanding of the NWRS and the Refuge's 
resources. 

2.3.2 - Create the interpretive media and programs 
identified in the environmental education component 

I \  

, t  
. 0 . .  

. . , .  . ' , I, i 

2.3.3 - Work with outside partners to ensure visitors 
understand the Refuge's natural and cultural 
resources. Potential partners include the CDOW, 
surrounding city and county environmental education 
entities (government, non-profit and profit), Cold War 
Museum, Boulder and Jefferson County high schools 
and the State Historic Preservation Office. 

2.3.4 - During peak seasons, provide adequate 
personnel to ensure that staff contact is available 
to visitors. 

2i3.5 - Develop an interpretive signage system that ,, , . , : 

educates'visitors about the natural and cultural' ' 

.resources at the Refuge. 

' 2:3.6.- Educate visitors about the National Wildliie . ' 

I .  ' 
. .  , , .  

. .  . ' ,  I , .  . i -  : . . . .  I . 
. ,  , . .  I 

1 
. .  ', , 
, 5 .  I . .  

. I . .', :, . . * p:. . , 

. : :: *, .:; 
"1. .. :. . .  

. .  , ,  . f .  

. . . . . .  . _  . .  
Refuge System. . .. 

Alternative C 
For the life of the CCI? 90 percent of the visitors who 
are allowed Refuge access would understand and 
appreciate the NWRS mission, the purpose of the 
Refuge and most importantly, the natural and cultural 
resources of the Refuge. 

Rationale: Same as A. 

Strutegies: 
2.3.1-2.3.2 - Same as A. 

2.3.3 - Same as A, except: distribute a survey to 
tour participants every 5 years (three surveys 
during the life of the CCP). Distribute the survey 
over the course of a year to ensure that feedback is 
collected during a l l  four seasons. 

Alternative D 
By the end of the CCI? 50 percent of visitors would 
understand and appreciate the NWRS mission, the 
purpose of the Refuge and the natural and cultural 
resources of the Refuge. 

Rationale: Same as B, except. Alternative D would 
offer the greatest amount of public use programs and 
likely attract the most visitors. Given the increased 
number of visitors, Refuge staff would not be able to 
communicate personally with as many people; 
therefore, the percentage of visitors who develop an 
understanding and appreciation of the Refuge System 
and the Refuge's legislated purpose would be lower 
than in Alternatives B and C. 

Strategies: Same us B. 
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Chapter 2: Alternatives 

O b j d v e  24-Public Use Tracking 

Alternative A 
Not applicable to Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within the f irst year of the Refuge's establishment, open 
a pedestrian-only trail to Lindsay Ranch and monitor 
the number of visitors to the Refuge. During years 5 
through 7, as more trails are opened, develop baseline 
data for numbers of visitors and their use patterns. 

Ratiomle: The Refuge has not been open to the 
public; therefore, no visitor use data exists. 
Establishing quality baseline data is needed for future 
management, decisions. A quantitative understanding.of ., 

, I, ,patterns) combined with anbnalysis of the quality of,, ,.. 

their experience would allow Service staff to enhance' 

.. ' .  . visitor activity (numbers of visitors, trail and use , , 
. " .  . .  . 

and appreciation for natural processes that inspires 
people to behave in a more environmentally conscious 
manner. In addition to providing on-site recreation and 
education opportunities, the public use program would 
strive to inspire citizens to become better land 
stewards in their own communities and stronger 
advocates for the Refuge system. This objective is in 
keeping with the goals of the System that promote 
establishment of a greater appreciation of fish, wildlife 
and plants and their conservation. 

Strategies: 
2.5.1 - Develop survey questions that gauge visitors 
understanding and appreciation of natural resources, 
stewardship and environmentally sensitive ethics. , . 

2:5.2 - Distribute the survey;on and off-site, every. 5 ' ,: 
yeais (twice during the l i fe of the CCP). Distribute ' ,, ,'.'.;<:. . .  .. " 

the survey over the course of a year'to ensure tkat:::: . ' . . 

. . . I  
, ,. .: ' '. . .,if 

I .  

I .  ,... , 

j . . ) '  . .  
' ' 

, .  

' " ' feedback' is%ollected during'all four 'seasons. ' * '  '.' " " 
. I  ... , . .. . . or limit visitor use opportirnities. " '  

' Strategies: , 

2.4.1 - Develop a visitor use tracking system to 
measure the number of visitors. Use it in conjunction 
with a visitor experience survey to identify changes 
needed to improve the visitor's experience. 

2.4.2 - Use trail or vehicle counters to record Refuge 
visitor numbers. 

2.4.3 - Use the results of tracking to guide the design 
and planning of public use facilities and programs. 

Alternative C 
Not applicable to Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Within the first 2 years of establishment, determine 
baseline data for numbers of visitors and their use 
patterns. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Surne as B. 

Objective %?.&Public Use Asaeasrnents 

Alternative A 
Not applicable to Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
By the end of the CCR 25 percent of visitors would 
demonstrate an appreciation of the Service's 
stewardship mission and would have the desire to apply 
the conservation ethic to their own lives and share it 
with others. 

Rationale: The goal of interpretation and 
environmental education is to foster an understanding 

. .  
. 5  

I ' ; , ., . 2.5.3 - Design simple, low cost'methods.of gathering : , I. ' . . %  

change of behavior data (e.g., web, volunteers, 
environmental education students). 

2.5.4 - Use survey data to guide interpretive and 
educational program development as well as public 
outreach. 

Alternative C 
By the end of the CCI? 50 percent of visitors would 
demonstrate an appreciation of the Service's 
stewardship mission and would have the desire to apply 
the conservation ethic to their own lives and share it 
with others. 

Rationale: Given Alternative C's emphasis on 
restoration and conservation, it would be important for 
tour guides to communicate the Service's mission and 
ongoing efforts to protect and enhance habitat on the 
Refuge. Although Alternative C does not involve 
formal public use programming, Refuge staff would 
accompany all visitors during their guided tours. Tour 
guides would have opportunities to educate visitors 
about the Service's mission and promote the value of a 
stewardship ethic. This objective is in keeping with the 
goals of the System that promote the establishment of 
a greater appreciation of fish, wildlife and plants and 
their conservation. 

. .  . 
. . .  

Strategies: Same as B. 

Alternative D 
By the end of the CCI? 10 percent of visitors would 
express an understanding of the land stewardship 
mission of the Service and would express the desire to 
apply this conservation ethic to their own lives. 
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Rationale: This objective is in line with NWRS goals 
that promote the establishment of a greater 
appreciation of fish, wildlife and plants and their 
conservation. However, the increased number of 
visitors in Alternative D would hamper efforts to 
personally communicate with visitors and, as a 
consequence, a lower percentage of visitors are likely 
to adopt environmental ethics. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Objective 2.64- 've Planning 

Alternative A 
Within 1 year of the Refuge's esta,blishment, develop 
a fact sheet on the Refuge's history and its natural 
and cultural resources: The fact sheet would.be: 
updated annually and would aIso;outline ongoing I .  , . . , , 

.. I . . :  . . i  

~ 

. -  
.., ,- I .  

. ,  

I ' '~ scientific research.. .' ' . .  

interpretive component of the Visitor Services Plan. 
Potential partners include CDOW surrounding city and 
county environmental education entities (government, 
non-profit and private), Cold War Museum, Boulder 
and Jefferson county high schools and the State 
Historic Preservation Office. 

Alternative C 
Within 1 year of the Refuge's establishment develop a 
fact sheet on the Refuge's habitat types, wildlife 
populations and the Service's restoration practices. 
The fact sheet would be updated annually and would 
also outline ongoing scientific research. Following year 

creating simple learning materials about the Refuge's 
natural resources that would be distributed.to high ".. , 

, / I  . .  3, Refuge staff would use the fact sheet as a basis for . :' 

. .  . .\. . . . .  
.. I . . ' . "' '. . .  . . d r . + a ; ;  >','i.. school'and . .  college educators. . .  ; ... ... . .  

. .. ., . . ^  , ,  , . .  -'<', ,: ' . . <  
. .  

. L .  , . . I . , I  . ... Ratioiiale.:. The fact sheet is iniended.to probide staf f  ' ' .': 
. I  .I .. 

, .  . with a basis for presenting information to,visitors on .. , .  Rationale: Because visitor use would be limited 
and highly controlled, the purpose of the fact 
sheet would be to provide staff with a basis for 
presenting information to visitors on guided tours. 
The content of the fact  sheet would be broad and 
cover topics ranging from the Refuge's Cold War 
history to descriptions of habitats to ongoing 
scientific research. The fact sheet would also be 
used as a mailer to interested parties that request 
information on the Refuge. 

. 

Strategies: 
2.6.1 - Use the fact sheet to develop guides for 
staff who are leading visitor tours. 

Alternative B 
Within 4 years of the Refuge's establishment, develop 
the interpretive component of a Visitor Services Plan 
outlining interpretive facilities and programs. 

Rutionale: An interpretive plan would be prepared as 
a component of an umbrella Visitor Services Plan. The 
interpretive plan would focus on creatively and 
accurately informing visitors and students about the 
new Refuge. The first step would be to communicate 
about the site's history and safe opportunities for 
access. During the early years of the Refuge's 
establishment, it also would be important to inform the 
public about the Refuge's wildlife, natural resources 
and scenic values and encourage people to visit the site. 
Gradually, the Service would need to develop and 
implement comprehensive interpretation programs 
that build an appreciation for the intricacies of the 
site's natural systems. 

Strategies: 
2.6.1 - Work with outside partners to develop the 

. . ,  guided tours'and for developing simple..l.earning : .: . . I _. 
materials that focus on the Refuge's ecology. Given . . .  

the fact sheet would describe the Refuge:s habitats,. 

. .. 
Alternative C's emphasis on ecological restoration, 

wildlife populations as well as the Service's 
management techniques for restoring and maintaining 
the grassland ecosystem. The fact sheet would also be 
used as a mailer t o  parties that request information 
on the Refuge. 

Strategies: 
2.6.1 - Same as A. 

2.6.2 -Work with local educators to determine what 
resource learning materials would best supplement 
their curriculum. 

Alternative D 
Within 2 years of the Refuge's establishment, develop 
the interpretive component of a Visitor Services Plan 
outlining interpretive facilities and programs. 

Rationale: Same as B, plus: The interpretive 
component of the Visitor Services Plan would be 
developed in the early CCP implementation stages 
because this alternative has a strong focus on 
providing a diversity of compatible public uses. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Objedive 2.7-In-dfive Programs 

Alternative A 
Not applicable to Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 15 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
implement the interpretive component of the Visitor 

I 
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Services Plan. I mplementation would include the 
development of a wide range of interpretive programs 
and facilities. 

Rationale: An interpretive plan would be prepared as a 
component o f  an umbrella Visitor Services Plan. The 
interpretive plan would be developed by Refuge staff 
and would describe interpretive as well as environmental 
education programs and related facilities. Initially, 
interpretation efforts would focus on providing 
information related to  visitor comfort and safety. During 
later years of the CCP implementation, the focus would 
shift to  the development of site-related interpretive 

,,programs and facilities. The range of programs and 
I facilities would include guided tours about native flora 

..,, and fauna, interpretive signage with both cultural and 
' < .  

. . , natural themes and overlook structures. , .. , 

.. 9 .  i . , 

. .  . . .  
Strategies: , .I , . .  . .  , . .  . . .  

% , . 2.7,.'1 -,Develop interpretive programs.that explore 
, , .  , .  . I I. the site's'natural and cultural resources and are ,. 

.. . .. . *  . , . . , accessibleto children and adults. 
':' * 

: . : , , . '  
2.7.2 - Distr ibute interpretive media (newsletter, 
flyers, website) in'accordance w i th  outreach 
techniques outlined in the Visitor Services Plan. 

2.7.3 - Develop interpretive facilities including 
interpretive signage and interpretive displays. 

Alternative C 
Not applicable to  Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Within 15 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
implement the interpretive component of the Visitor 
Services Plan. I mplementation would include the 
development of a wide range of interpretive 
programs and facilities including a visitor center. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
2.7.1-2.7.2 - Same as B. 

2.7.3 - Design and build (or rc rofit) a visitor's 
center and interpretive/orientation exhibits. 

2.7.4 - Develop an interpretive naturalist program. 

Objective 2.8-En&mmtul Edzlcation Plunning 

Alternative A 
N o  educational programs in Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 5 years of the Refuge's establishment, 

develop a plan outlining on- and off-site 
environmental education programs for high school 
and college-level students as well as training for 
educators. Environmental education programs 
would meet state standards for learning, 
accommodate independent studies and tie to  the 
mission of the N W R S  and the site's natural 
resources and history. 

Ratio?aaZe: In the Denver Metropolitan area, natural 
resource study sites are needed to  accommodate high 
school and college level research. This need was 
identified by educators and interpretive specialists a t  
an environmental education focus group in the fall of 
2002 and is based on the Refuge's proxi,mity t o  the 
Cplorado .School o f  Mines.and,University of Colorado. 

Specialists'noted that there are several 

school.chiidren in communities surrounding the  

high school students to develop ,research skills 
through field study are limited. Since high school and 
college.students are more independent, the costs and 
staffing resources needed t o  develop these types o f  
programs would be less than they would be for 
programs for younger students. Environmental 
education programs at the Refuge would be research 
oriented and would involve independent study and 
would therefore require only limited assistance and 
supervision f rom Refuge staff. The Service would, 
however, sponsor teacher workshops for local 
educators so they could effectively lead 
environmental education programs on the Refuge. 

Given current public apprehension about the site's 
safety, an independent and off-site approach to  
environmental education is appropriate during the 
f i rst  5 years of the Refuge's establishment. Although 
the educational program would focus on high school 
and college level students, limited on and off-site 
activities for visitors of all ages would also be included. 

Strategies: 
2.8.1 - Partner w i th  area universities, h igh schools, 
the Cold War Museum and other educational 
institutions to develop the environmental education 
components of the Visitor Services Plan. 

2.8.2 - Pursue environmental education grants in 
collaboration w i th  area universities, h igh schools, the 
Cold War Museum and other educational institutions. 

2.8.3 - Use website, email and other media to  
distribute information on refuge resources and data 
for  student use. 

, '  , 1  .. . 
: ., I . .  

. (  . .  

ental programs for elementary and middle 

: Refuge; but pqograms that provide opportunities for 

. .  
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Chapter 2: Altcrnnttves 

Alternative C 
N o  educational programs in Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Within 3 years o f  the Refuge's establishment, develop 
a plan outlining environmental education programs 
for on- and off-site programs for kindergarten (K)- 
eighth graders, high school and college level students, 
as well as training for educators. Environmental 
education programs would meet state standards for 
learning and accommodate independent studies and 
would be tied t o  the mission of the NWRS and the 
site's natural resources and history. 

Rationale: Same as,B, plus programs for younger 
students (K-eighth) also would be,pro,vided . ~. .. and . would, 

. . distinguish themselves from other.youth, programs by 
focbsing'on the prairie ecosystem':The environmental 

I .  . . .  .' . , 

2.9.2 - Collaborate w i th  area universities, high 
schools, the Cold War Museum and other educational 
institutions and pursue grants t o  support 
environmental education programs. 

2.9.3 - Use a variety o f  media t o  distr ibute a wide 
range of data that  can be used by high school and 
college students. 

2.9.4 - Sponsor teacher workshops in order to  inform 
educators about the Refuge's resources and facilitate 
teacher-led environmental education programs. 

Alternative C 
N o  educational programs in Alternative C. 

. I  

: Alternative D , 
. .  ' By year :15, implement the environmental education' 
' componentsof the-Visitor Services Plan and the 

education programs would include. both teacher-led.and .',,p;ogr&., ii.outlines.for K-8th, high 'sih&,l and colle,$ 
. .  

. .  . staff-led programs as.well as independent research. 
. . :i, ,: :...,. ' ;.. 3:. ;;, i 

Outdoor classrooms and educational signage would 
enhance the educational programs. , 

Strategies: Same as Altmtatave B. " I  . " 

Objective 2.9-Envimnmental EducatiOrt 
Implementation 

Alternative A 
N o  educational programs in Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 8 years of the Refuge's establishment 
implement the environmental education components of 
the Visitor Services Plan and the program it outlines 
for high school and college level students. 

Ratio?zale: Once the Refuge becomes established and 
the public becomes more comfortable wi th site 
visitation through public education and outreach 
efforts, the Refuge staff would begin implementing the 
plan. Education programs would adopt the state's 
model content curriculum standards and focus on the 
Refuge's natural resources. Implementation of the 
program would include teacher workshops in which 
Service staff t ra in local educators about the Refuge's 
resources. Educators would be required to  attend a 
Service-sponsored workshop pr ior  to  leading 
environmental education programs on the Refuge. 

Strategies: 
2.9.1 - Work w i th  area universities, high schools, the 
Cold War Museum and other educational institutions 
to implement environmental education programs. 

, . .  '. 

, 

, .  

, .....- ,... . . , .  . .  . .  
, . . . .  ' 

, ., ! :.,. ' ..! . . .  
. , , .  . .  -3 ' ...; 

level students. 

Rationale:.' Same as B. . .  . 

Strategies: 
2.9.1-2.9.4.'- Same as B. 

2.9.5 - Construct educational facilities including an 
outdoor classroom. 

. .  ' . (  , ' 

. .  ,,.. 

2.9.6 - Use a variety o f  tools t o  provide educational 
opportunities, including an interactive website that  
provides students w i th  current Refuge data on 
Refuge happenings. 

Objective 2.1 0 - Hunting Program 

Alternative A 
N o  hunting programs in Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within the f irst 2 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
institute a controlled youth and/or disabled person's 
deer and/or elk hunting program 2 weekends a year. 
After 2 years, annually modify the extent of the hunting 
program (number of permits and frequency) in order to  
ensure that target level ungulate populations are 
maintained. If appropriate for wildlife management, 
expand the hunting program to  include able-bodied 
hunters. 

Ratiomle: Hunt ing is consistent wi th the Refuge 
System's mission and is identified as a priori ty wildlife 
dependent use on refuges (outlined in the 
Improvement Act). Hunting allowed on the Refuge 
would be subject to  state regulations and safety 
requirements. Hunt ing would be highly controlled in 
terms of number o f  users, user populations, time 
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frame and allowable weapons. Hunting would be 
limited to short-range weapons such as archery and 
shotguns and only open during designated weekends 
to youth and disabled hunters. There are very few 
hunting opportunities for these special populations in 
the region and they would benefit from the tightly 
managed program at the Refuge. 

There have been concerns expressed from the public 
about the consumption of deer at Rocky Flats if a public 
hunting program is implemented. Tissue samples, 
including meat tissues, of deer harvested at Rocky 
Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for contaminants. The 
results of the analysis indicate that there is no 

wildlife species at Rocky Flats. Risk-based calculations :L !,k&tiee 

Ratioiaale: Refuge management would need to 
monitor and evaluate the newly instituted hunting 
program and adjust the program based on ungulate 
population sizes, safety, adjacent communities support 
and hunter satisfaction (one survey would be developed 
to address objectives 2.11 and 2.12). 

Strategies: 
2.11.1 - Develop a survey for hunters, adjacent 
landowners and surrounding communities to measure 
their interest and support for the hunting program. 

2.l1.2 - Monitor deer populations and habitat 
conditiqns to understand the effects of the hunting 

. .  program on wild,life and Refuge resources. . , ' .  

.I , :  ' 

significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other 
> '  ' 

. , . ,. 

.? i!.. f; 

.' , * :  :. I '. 
, ,  . . <.: ,' . .  

' . I  . . .  ' '  , 

,. , , ,. ,. , ., based on.these:measurements indicate very low health .' ,,, 
@ programs'in ,Alternative C;, ' ': .: 

I ,  

1 .  
I :: _. ., . 

i . t .  . .  risks (less: than 1x10-6 increased cance . .  I .  , . .  . .. . , ' .  . . . I :  
. .  . 

. .  v e D  .' , . ,  . .  , . .  . . .  , .  . . .  
. .  . .  . 

I .  

. . .  

. .  . . . . .  . . , .  _ .  . .  . .  , 

Hunting would also be an 'i'mportant manag. 

optimal habitat conditions. If the Service:,in. ' 
consultation with CDOW determines that a larger. 
hunting program is needed to control ungulate .. . , Strategies: & m ~  as B. ' 

populations, the program would be opened to the 
general public and not limited to youth and disabled 
hunters. A step-down hunting plan would be prepared 
as a component of an umbrella Visitor Services Plan. 

Strategies: Alternative B 
2.10.1 - By year 1, develop a hunting plan with public 
involvement. 

2.10.2 - Work with the CDOW and other interested 
entities to develop and implement the hunting plan. 

2.10.3 - During the hunting weekends, close the 
Refuge to other public use. 

2.10.4 - Allow hunters with proof of completion of a 

and shotguns. 

Alternative C 

en' too', . Same  as,^: , , 

.. . -_ , . , . , " %  

. *  
I . .  

k .  . .  
. I  for maintaining target ungulate populations and , ., . ,:. 

I .  .,: .!.I .. Rationale: Same as B. 

Objective 2.12-Hu91$ing Pmgram Benchmarks 

Alternative A 
No hunting programs in Alternative A. 

About 95 percent of hunters would report no conflicts 
with other users, a reasonable harvest opportunity and 
overall satisfaction with their Refuge experience. 

Rationale: Due to the limited number of hunters and 
the healthy resident deer population a t  the Refuge, it is 
likely that youth and disabled individuals would be 
afforded a quality hunting experience. 

Strategies: 

evaluate their Refuge experience (combined with 
survey used to measure objective 2.11). 

certified hunter safety to hunt using archery 2.12.1 - Develop a brief survey for hunters in order to 

No hunting programs in Alternative C. 2.12.2 - Staff interaction on a one-on-one with 

I Alternative D hunters. 
Same as B. Alternative C 

~ 

Ot&ctive 2.11-Hunting Program Aasesament No hunting programs in Alternative C. 

Alternative A 
No hunting programs in Alternative A. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Alternative B 
Following each hunting season, assess the success of 
the hunting program and adjust hunting opportunities 
as appropriate. 
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O&&~VS 2 . 1 8 - R t 7 ~ ~ ~ ~ t h  FaeilicieS 

Alternative A 
Within 1 year of Refuge establishment, provide a 
portable restroom facility to  accommodate visitors on 
guided tours. 

Rationale: No facility development, other than a 
restroom, would be required because visitation would 
be very limited. 

Strategies: 

2.13.1 - Install a portable restroom faci,lity. 

AlternativeB . . ' a  . .  ... 
Within 1 vear,of .the Refuae's,establishment; beqin . 

. 8 .  , 
, , : , , ,  . . : I .  

' 1  

r " -... 
development of the hik ingtrai l  t o  the Lindsay Ranch 
and build an un-staffed'welcome kiosk,and'simple 

' ., 
, , . .  . .  

. .. . 1 .  

. ... . .: ._ , I _  . . . : . . *  . 

g 
3 
Q 

restroom facilities a t  the open access point. By year 5, 
additional trai ls would be open to  public use. By year 
7, 75 percent of al l  recreation facilities including trails, 
and interpretive signage a t  key locations would be 
established. Parking (4 parking areas ranging in size 
f rom 3 t o  30 spaces w i th  the largest parking area a t  the 
main entrance accommodating horse trailers) would 
also be developed during this period. By year 15, 
develop 100 percent o f  the t ra i l  system, including 
connections to  adjacent areas for pedestrians, cyclists 
and equestrians. 

Rationale: Recreational facilities would provide 
public access t o  the Refuge's many natural and 
cultural resources. During the early years of the 

.; . _.. . .'. . i . ' I  : CCP implementation, the Service would focus ' " '  I ,  . 
I .  , 

'.. , 

,, staffing and budgetary resources,on'habitat' 
. restoration' including revegetating &necessary roads, " ' ' . ' 

' 

. 'I " . , ,  9 ' . ' . '  ' 

weed management, and restoring stream crossings.' . 

severity of noxious weed infestations and gain a ., ;,, 
foothold on road restoration before public trai l  use'.  
introduces new disturbances onto the landscape. The 
Service would also need t o  conduct baseline Preble's 
surveys before opening the site to  public use. 
Therefore, wi th the exception of the immediate 
opening of the Lindsay Ranch hiking trai l  and 
welcome kiosk, development of the recreation 
facilities would need to  be postponed until year 5. 
The un-staffed welcome kiosk positioned nearby the 
Lindsay Ranch trailhead would inform visitors about 
current access opportunities and future public use 
faci I ity development. 

This focus would allow the Service t o  reduce the . . I  
I ,  

.." , , i  ,., 
. , ., 
" 

,; f ,  

, .. I , ,  

If early restoration efforts are effective and 
budgetary and staffing resources are available, the 
Service may initiate construction of new trails and 
the conversion o f  selected roads to trails before year 
5 and, if feasible, may open some trails o r  portions of 
trails ahead of schedule. 

Bicycles and horses would be permitted on multiple use 
trails in order t o  facilitate regional t ra i l  linkages and to  
serve as a mode of transportation for wildlife viewing 
and accessing the Refuge from surrounding 
communities. Certain trails would be designated for 
pedestrian use only. Trails would be designed to  
provide connections, use existing road corridors and 
minimize impacts to  sensitive wildlife resources. 

The unstaffed welcome kiosk would serve as a central 
information dissemination point at the main entrance 
to the Refuge. The simple structure would include 
orientation and interpretive panels to  explain Refuge 
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. .  . 
, ' Th'e S m i c e w o d d  cowtinue3o pa.rtner witl!gCDOW,.' , .. .. : 

, .  
.. . . .  . I , ' ,  . , .. : , '  . I  ' .  
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resources and public use opportunities. Eventually, the ' 
structure would be augmented with a seasonally 
staffed visitor contact station that would include 
permanent displays, administrative offices, Refuge 
orientation information and educational materials. 

Strutegies: 
2.13.1 - Construct an unstaffed welcome kiosk and 
portable restroom facilities wi th in disturbed areas 
a t  the main parking lot and trailhead. 

2.13.2 - Develop a universally accessible t ra i l  that  links 
the main parking area t o  the Rock Creek overlook. 
Also provide an accessible mounting ramp for 
equestrian use. 

2.13.3 - To provide a quality t ra i l  user experience, 
reduce reclaimed road widths t o  single lane, unpaved 
trails. However, maintain adequate width of t ra i l  
corr idors to allow them to also serve as access routes 
for maintenance or f i re protection vehicles. 

2.13.4 - Clearly mark al l  trai ls w i th  signage indicating 
permitted uses. 

2.13.5 - Pr io r  to opening the Lindsay Ranch 
trai l  improve the t ra i l  corr idor and conduct a 
Preble's survey. 

2.13.6 - Where appropriate, use existing road corr idors 
for trai ls to  reduce negative impacts on site resources 
and site trai ls so they minimally impact habitat and 
provide a qual i ty visitor experience. 

2.13.7 - Realign roadltrail corridors in specific areas 
with excessive slopes and/or sensitive wildlife habitat, 
or where wildlife viewing could be greatly enhanced. 

2.13.8 - Designate some sections of the t ra i l  for  

pedestrian use only and create multi-use trai ls that  
permit  bicycles and horses (equestrian use would be 
l imited to  the southern half o f  the Refuge). 

2.13.9 - Implement seasonal t ra i l  closures as needed to  
protect wildlife and their  habitats. 

2.13.10 - Use existing roads t o  provide motorized 
access t o  parking and trailheads. Make al l  motorized 
access and parking areas unpaved. 

2.13.11 - Work w i th  adjacent landowners on issues 
related to  t ra i l  linkages to  t ra i l  systems north, south, 

. .  east and west o f  the Refuge. 

2.13.12 - Work w i th  neighboring landowners, 
.agencies and the Colorado Department of - '  I 1 . .  + '  

. . .  
- .  . .  

,. /. ii 

Transportation (CDOT) t o  develop safe pedestrian ''. , 

crossings a t  all trai1,heads. 

'2'.13.13 - Work' w i th  ,others to  .develop an  underpass 
under Indiana Street if it is deemed necessary.forsafe.. ' .  ' 8  . '  

pedestrian connections t o  trails.and open space east of: '. 

the Refuge. 

. I .  , , I . .  . . .  . .  
, . (  ~ 

. .  . , .. . .  , .  

. I  ' 

2.13.14 - Post signage a t  al l  trailheads that clearly 
communicates access opportunities as well as 
information about the site's history, recent clean up 
efforts, and differences in management between the 
Refuge and neighboring open space properties. 

2.13.15 - Educate equestrian users on the importance of 
using weed-free hay and removing manure from trails. 

2.13.16 - Work w i th  equestrian groups and ensure 
that they remove horse manure f rom trai ls on a 
volunteer basis. 

Alternative C 

Within 7 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
develop all recreational facilities. Facilities would 
include a short (approximately 1.25 miles) access 
road, limited parking w i th  turn around space 
(approximately 10 spaces, which can also be used by 
a small bus), a pedestrian t ra i l  w i th  an overlook, 
portable toilets and information/ interpretive panels. 

Rutiomle: Limited recreation facilities would be 
provided to  visitors to  minimize site disturbance and 
provide visual access to  the Rock Creek drainage. As 
one of the least disturbed and most diverse portions of 
the Refuge, Rock Creek is a desirable destination. A l l  
facilities would be sited in previously disturbed areas. 
Facility development would not be completed until year 
7 because management resources would be directed 
toward conservation and restoration efforts during the 
early years of the CCP 

til 



Strategies: 
2.13.1 - Provide portable toilets fo r  both staff and 
visitor use. 

2.13.2 - Design and construct the unpaved access, 
circulation and parking and t ra i l  facilities. 

2.13.3 - Reclaim disturbed areas within these 
corridors by removing paving and reducing 2-track 
roads to single track trails. 

2.13.4 - Place an interpretative panel a t  the Rock 
Creek overlook. Post added t ra i l  signage to  explain 
limited access opportunities. 

Alternative D 
Within the f irst 5 years of the Refuge's establishment,." 

. ,  I . . develop 100 percent o f  the t i a i l  system along:with' ' . 

simple orientation and interpretive signage,at key 
. I  . .,., ,locations. The trai l  network would provide pedestrians, 

cyclists and equestrian users opportuniti 
the site's key resource areas 'and t o  con'n , 
adjacent trails and communities. Dur ing this period, , '  ' 

restroom, access and parking facilities (five parking 
areas ranging in size f rom 10 t o  30 spaces, designed to  
accommodate horse trailers). 

Rationale: Same as Altemative B, except parking 
areas in this alternative would be larger than in B 
to accept a greater diversity o f  users. In Alternative 
D, the simple welcome kiosk would be 
supplemented with a staffed visitor center that 
would include permanent displays, administrative 
offices, Refuge orientation information and 
educational materials. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Objective 2.14-Enhwd Recreation Facilities 

Alternative A 
Not  applicable to  Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 10 years of the Refuge's establishment, enhance 
trails, construct a seasonally staffed contact station 
wi th upgraded restrooms, develop maintenance 
facilities and create additional interpretive panels. 

Rationale: To bolster the quality of the visitor 
experience, additional resources would be expended on 
visitor use facilities in the later years of the CCP A 
seasonally staffed contact station would be located in 
an existing disturbed area where it would not fragment 
wildlife habitat. The facility would allow for more 
visitor contact and provide a central location for 
information dissemination and interpretation. 

. . '  

. 

, 

,,develop an  unstaffed welcome kiosk and simple 

Trail-related improvements would include upgrading 
trai l  surfaces, overlooks and interpretive signage. 
These improvements would reduce maintenance costs, 
enhance the quality of the visitor experience and 
reduce resource damage. Viewing blinds could be 
constructed to  enhance photographic and wildlife 
observation opportunities. 

Strategies: 
2.14.1 - Build additional interpretive signs. 

2.14.2 - Improve trai l  alignments, surfaces and 
overlooks to  minimize resource impacts and 
improve. the visitor experience. 

2.14.3'-''Routinely evaluate t ra i l  and public facility 
impactsfand ,establish measures t o  minimize 
impacts'onwildl i fe f rom trails,and other,visitor .. - ' '  

2.14.4 1 BLild a viewing blind'to'enhance wildlife ' . "' . .  

. .  

I , ': facilities and uses. . : . I .  , I ..'. 

observation opportunities. , .  

2.14.5 -'Construct a small (approximately j 50  to  1.000. . 

I ,  I , . .  . 

. , : .  > . i .  

. \ '  

, . ... 

square feet), seasonally staffed contact station. 

2.14.6 - If t ra i l  conflicts arise, use signage and 
expanded trai l  corridors on sections of t ra i l  where site 
lines are limited to divide equestrians f rom other t ra i l  
users. 

2.14.7 - I f  funding is available, position benches a t  
strategic locations along certain trai ls and construct a 
l imited number of shade structures. 

Alternative C 
Not  applicable to  Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
By the end of the CCI? enhance trails, construct 
a visitor center wi th upgraded restrooms and 
build additional photography and wildlife 
observation facilities. 

Rationale: Same as Altemative B plus; a staffed 
visitor center would be located in an existing 
disturbed area where it would not fragment wildlife 
habitat. The facility would allow for more visitor 
contact and provide a central location for information 
dissemination and interpretation. 

Strategies: 
2.14.1-2.14.3 - Same as B. 

2.14.4 - Construct additional wildlife observation and 
photography facilities called for in the interpretation 
component of the Visitor Services Plan. 

2.14.5 - Develop a visitor center. 
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2.14.6 - 2.14.7 - Same as B 

2.14.8 - Develop an outdoor classroom outlined in the 
interpretive component of the Visitor Services Plan. 

would house the interpretive displays and staff office 
space originally intended for the visitor center. 

Strategies: Same as B 

Objective 2.15- Cold War Museum GOAL 3. SAFETY 

Conduct operatiom and manage public access in 
accordance with the final Rocky Flats' cleanup 
decision documents to ensure the safety of the RefiLge 
wisitorsp staffa')ad ne@'Lbors. 

Alternative A 
Not  applicable to  Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
I f  the Cold War Museum secures a site adjacent t o  
the Refuge and funds to  develop a museum wi th in  
the l i fe of the plan, the  Service would partner t o  co- 
locate interpretive and other public use facilities 
w i th  the organization. 

Ratioiaale: The Refuge Act (PL. 107-107,sec.318$ , ' . ,  5, 
(Refuge Act - Appendix A) states that the Secretary,. , 
may establish a Rocky Flats Museum to  commemorate 
the contribution that Rocky Flats and its work force, 

. ' 

states that the museum shall be located in the C i ty  of 
Arvada unless the Secretary determines otherwise. 
Therefore, there is a possibility that the facility would 
be constructed on land adjacent to the Refuge should it 
become available and be deemed appropriate. 

Partnering w i th  the Cold War Museum on the 
development of a museum presents an excellent 
opportunity for  the Service to  reduce the footprint of 
public use facilities on the Refuge. The shared facility 
would house the simple interpretive displays and staff 
office space originally intended for the contact station. 
The Cold War Museum would also be staffed 

by Refuge staff and Serve as a meeting area 
for guided tours and other Refuge programs. 
Additionally, the Cold War Museum facility would 
present increased Opportunities t0 interpret the the 
history of the site as ranchland and a nuclear weapons 
production faci I ity. 

Strategies: 
2.15.1 - Continue working w i th  the Cold War Museum 
to  explore potential museum sites adjacent t o  the 
Refuge. 

Alternative C 
Not applicable to  Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

R a t i o d e :  Same us Altemative B, plus; The Cold 
War Museum, if located adjacent to the Refuge, would 
substitute for  the visitor center. The shared facility 

' provided to winning the Cold War. The legislation 

Volunteers would help with restoration activities sz~ch us 
seed collectio?L. 

Objective 3.1-Stuff Safety 

Alternative A 
Throughout the life of the CCR all Service staff working 
a t  the Refuge would participate in a Refuge orientation 
and training that would introduce them to  the site itself, 
the institutional controls, C E R C L A  remedy 
requirements, safety procedures (both workers and 
public), biological hazards and physical hazards. The 
orientation and training would be required pr ior  to  
beginning an assignment. 

Rationale: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge is a 
C E R C L A  site that has undergone cleanup. Specific 
areas wil l  remain under primaryjurisdict ion of the DOE 
and may remain off limits to  the public. It would be 
important that Refuge staff receive specific training 
regarding the site background, remediation actions, 
C E R C L A  remedy requirements and institutional 
controls. This training would help ensure the safety of 
employees and visitors. Knowledgeable employees would 
be instrumental in ensuring that visitors are kept 
informed and feel safe during their visit to  the Refuge. 

' /  . , . . .  

. . . ,  
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Strategies: 
3.1.1 - Develop an orientation t ra in ing program 
that clearly addresses key Refuge safety issues. 

3.1.2 - Provide f i rst  aid training to  key staff who 
may be required to  assist the public and staff on 
site should an accident occur. 

3.1.3 - Develop a record keeping system to  
document worker training. 

3.1.4 - A s  appropriate, develop site-specific 
appendixes t o  the Refuge Complex Safety Plan. 

3.2.2 - Include safety-related questions in the 
visitor survey. Surveys would be used to  determine 
the safety knowledge o f  the visitors and 
understand how t o  adjust the safety awareness 
program based on this information. 

Alternative B 
Within 5 years of Refuge establishment 75 percent 
of visitors would be aware that the Refuge is safe 
and open for public access before they arrive. Upon 
arrival, these visitors would be informed of public 
use opportunities and restrictions. 

Rationale: Both the EPA,'and the C D P H E  have 
concurred that the.Refuge would be safe for  public 

, '. , . -.- . .  . . . , . :  + * * : . . .  , , . ,  . . ,Flats site's nucleak,.weapons-production history, it .. 

3.1.5 - Develop a health and safety plan, wi th in a' 
year of plan approval, to  cover all Refuge 
operations. I 

. .  . 0 ;access (Appendix,D). However, given the Rocky 
. . .  

3.1.6 - Implement a,goaI of zero incident perfor'manqe.. ' ,would be impoctant.for the Service to  clearly inform.. j .  

. 
1 .  

.:. . .  . I; . the public that it is safe to  visit the Refuge and that . 

Alternative B .. _ .  , ... . , I . . , I  the site offers opportunities to';?xperience unique,'.' , I 

. . . .  . .  

. ' ,  Same as A. . .  

Ratioiaale: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative C 
Same as A. 

Ratiomle: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative D 
Same as A. 

Ratiomle: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Objeccve 3.&V&itor Safe@ 

Alternative A 
Throughout the life of the CCf? 100 percent of the 
visitors on the guided programs would be briefed on 
the site's history. A l l  Refuge employees would be 
responsible for ensuring that safety regulations and 
other compliance policies are met. 

Rationale: The Rocky Flats site has been closed to  
the general public for over 50 years; therefore, it 
would be important for the Service to  clearly report 
the site's history. The Service, when possible, would 
work wi th the DOE to ensure that visitors understand 
access restrictions. 

Strategies: 
3.2.1 - Ensure that every guided program 
addresses the site's history. 
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grassland habitat and many wildlife dependent 
recreation programs and facilities. In addition to 
promoting opportunities for  accessing the Refuge, 
the Service would communicate to  visitors about the 
site's history and areas on-site where public access 
is prohibited. Areas retained by D O E  would most 
likely be closed to  public access and access to 
sensitive habitats would be restricted a t  times. 
Similarly, the dilapidated structures within the 
Lindsay Ranch complex may be fenced off if they 
pose a safety hazard. 

Outreach materials, signage and staff would 
educate the public about the steps to  becoming a 
refuge, access restrictions and opportunities. D O E  
would post signage and construct fencing or 
another means of boundary demarcation to  clearly 
identify all restricted areas that are subject to  
institutional controls. The Service would continue 
to work with D O E  to  ensure that the boundary is 
clearly visible t o  the public. 

Strategies: 
3.2.1-3.2.2 - Same as A. 

3.2.3 - Provide maps and interpretive signs a t  all 
trailheads that inform visitors about the site's history, 
clean up, and access restrictions. 

3.2.4 - Help potential users understand the site's 
restrictions and public use opportunities through a 
diversity of media including T V  and radio programs, 
brochures, personal talks, website, public service 
announcements, news releases and articles. Also work 
wi th local school systems to educate teachers and 
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students about the Refuge's recreational and 
educational potential. 

3.2.5 - Provide Refuge access information t o  
regional map and tour book publishers. 

3.2.6 - Develop surveys that are implemented a t  
Refuge access points to  determine the safety 
knowledge o f  the visitors and understand how t o  
adjust the awareness program based on this 
infomat ion. Data collection would be consolidated 
into one public use survey encompassing survey 
needs identified in other goals. 

3.2.7 - Maintain a law enforcement .presence on-site 
and ensure that Refuge employees.a%'re well informed 
and can educate visitors . .. on, . Refuge safety'restcicti.ons:: ,. : ". . .: .. 

. '  .':'!:' . . . ' .  '.. . ! 
. .. 

. .. - . .  . .  ' and allowable uses. ' .  

,3.2.8 - Document violaions and measure the success. 

1 . . , t ' .  . . 

of the program by the reduction in violations. ' ' . 

3.2.9 - Close the Refuge t o  public use pr ior  t o  and 
during the use of prescribed f ire on the Refuge. 

3.2.10 - Work w i th  DOE toc leahy  demarcate the 
DOE retained land boundary wi th a barbed-wire 
agricultural fence, permanent obelisks, signage o r  
other appropriate means. 

3.2.1 1 - Address the site's history in guided programs. 

Alternative C 
Same as A. 

Ratioiaale: Same as A. 

Strategies: 
3.2.1-3.2.2 - Same as A. 

, . ,  . .  , .  , . .  

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Ratioiaale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
3.2.1 -3.2.2 - Same as A. 

3.2.2-3.2.11 - Same as B. 

GOAL 4. EFFECTIVE AND OPEN COMMUNICATION 

Conduct commwnication outreach effwts to raise 
public aware?aess about the Refuge programs, 
munageme?at decisions and the mission of the U.S 
Fish & Wild1i;fe Service and the Nutiom1 Wi1dli;fe 
Refuge System among visitors, students and 
nearby residents. 

Objective 4 . 1 4 - h  

Alternative A 
Throughout the life of the CCC disseminate 
information collected on the Refuge through a fact 
sheet sent t o  interested parties upon request. 

Rationale: Historically, Rocky Flats has been a 
controversial site wi th substantial public interest and 
concern. The Service would respond t o  inquiries and 
educate the public about the site's transformation f rom 
a nuclear weapons production facility t o  a National 
Wildlife Refuge. In order to achieve the Refuge's 
purposes, vision and goals, the Service would need to  
communicate wi th the public. 

. . .  , , , .  . . . e  I , .. 
. .  Strategies: _ . * . . _  . 

4.1.1 . ,  -,Distribute the fact sheet devel 
2.6 to  individuals, communities, civic 
.organizations, conservation groups and:other 'I' 
'interested stakeholders upon request 

, _ '  
' )  

. . .  
I .  

, . ,. . Alternative B 1 -  . 
Within 5 years of the Refuge's establishment, develop 
and implement four outreach methods to  inform the 
public about environmental stewardship, safety issues, 
CCP implementation and educate them on the missions 
of the Service and NWRS. Once established in year 1, 
outreach efforts would be ongoing throughout the life of 
the CCP 

Ratio?aale: Same as Alternative A, plus the Service 
would work wi th stakeholders, interest groups and the 
general public to inform them about the site's resources 
and the visitor programs and facilities. In order to  
achieve the Refuge's purposes, vision and goals, the 
Service would need to  maintain open and regular 
communication with the public. 

Strategies: 
4.1.1 - A t  a minimum conduct outreach opportunities in 
Broomfield, Boulder, Arvada and Westminster and 
recruit  participation f rom the local municipal 
governments, business communities, civic and 
educational organizations, conservation groups, 
recreational users and other interested stakeholders. 

4.1.2 - Establish a monitoring system to  measure the 
diversity of groups in attendance a t  outreach events. 

4.1.3 - Use a variety of outreach communication 
methods such as a newsletter, website, news releases, 
local newspaper column and T V  and radio programs. 

4.1.4 - Encourage Refuge staff to  attend selected 
government and organization meetings and participate 
wi th DOE in communicating wi th the public about 
long-term stewardship programs. 
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Alternative C 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 
. .  . .  

GOAL 5. WORKING.WITH OTHERS 
. . '  ...; , .  

. .  . .  i .  

, . ,  
', .Foster beneficial zerships &tk individuals, . ,. 

. ,  : ... . .  govmzrnent aghicies b$zd ?zon-govemzme?atal ' : . 
, .., .. .. . brganjzations, aqzd others that,wrom$e resozwce 

. . .  . . . . conseiyatioia, compatible wildlI&e-related research, 
' .  public use, site Ibistory and iiafrcLstructure. .. 

. I  .. . . 

O&ckve Rl-Em.erg& 

Alternative A 
Within 1 year of the Refuge's establishment, 
emergency response agreements would be in place 
with all adjacent f i re  districts for mutual aid in 
responding to fire and other emergencies. Additional 
emergency response and fire protection agreements 
would be developed with state and local law 
enforcement agencies as needed. 

Rationale: The Refuge is small and in close proximity 
to a number of communities. Given the Refuge's 
location and the other on-site safety issues, rapid 
suppression of fire or response to other emergencies 
would be essential. 

Strategies: 
5.1.1 - Meet annually, or as often as needed, with 
partnering agencies including DOE, to coordinate fire 
and emergency response plans. 

5.1.2 - Coordinate a l l  prescribed fires with all nearby 
fire districts and other cooperating agencies. 

Alternative B 
Same as A. 

Ratiowde: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative C 
Same as A. 

Ratiomle: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative D 
Same as A. 

Ratiomle: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

objective S . ~ m e r V &  

Alternative A 
Within 1 year of the Refuge's establishment, develop 
an agreement with the CDOW to coordinate habitat , 

and wildlife management strategies related to habitat. '.\ , 

and resource conservation. Maintain open dialogue 
with adjacent'la,ndowners and local governmknts:,, , :, , ( . _  ,; 

@ationale:-The Ser.vice would.estab1ish.a partnership j '  ' ,. 
with CDOW and-afford the agency opportunitiesto 
supplement the Service's limited'tiabitat and wildlife " 

conservation programs. The Service would cooperate 
with CDOW on potential species reintroductions. The 
Service would remain open to partnering with adjacent 
landowners and local governments if opportunities 
arise to conserve additional habitat. 

Strategies: 
5.2.1 - Seek CDOW's input on devising and 
implementing wildlife management strategies and 
conservation objectives. 

5.2.2 - Work closely with surrounding landowners, 
open space and natural resource entities such as 
Jefferson County, City of Boulder, Boulder County, 
City and County of Broomfield, City of Westminster, 
Town of Superior and City of Arvada to develop 
resource management approaches for issues that 
cross Refuge boundaries. 

Alternative B 
Throughout the life of the CCf? Refuge staff would 
meet annually (at a minimum) with local governments 
and other adjacent landowners, to coordinate habitat 
management and resource conservation strategies. 

Ratiomle: The Service would encourage a regional 
management approach for the conservation and 
restoration of natural resources, which would require 
collaboration with surrounding landowners. Many 
natural resource management issues such as invasive 
weed control, wildlife corridors, recovery of declining 
species and impacts to resources caused by visitors 
would need to be coordinated across boundaries. 

Stmtegies: 
5.2.1 -Work closely with surrounding open space and 

I .  

, , ., :,% ' ;, i l  I; . . .. 

, . .  r . . .  , . . . '  

, j .  I .. . 

. . . .  . ' ., 

.i: .. . . 
. .  

, ,  1 . .  

. .  ' 
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natural resource enti t ies such as Jefferson County, 
C i t y  o f  Boulder, Boulder County, City and County o f  
Broomfield, C i t y  o f  Westminster, Town o f  Superior, 
C i t y  o f  Arvada and C D O W  to  develop resource 
management approaches fo r  issues tha t  cross 
Refuge boundaries. 

5.2.2 - Use volunteers to  help w i th  conservation and 
restoration activities. 

5.2.3 -Work  wi th adjacent landowners t o  maintain 
corridors for ungulate populations and other wildlife 
that migrate seasonally to and f rom the Refuge. 

Alternative C I L  

Same as B. 1 5 4  I ,  

. . . . .  . 
.,c , , > ' , : l : ' ,  , ' .  . . .  : 

. . . . .  ,.'. . . . . .  
. . .  , . ? . ,  . 

: I I . ( ,  , . 

I . ,  . 
, , _  Rationale: Same as  B. , >  ;t, . . .  .... . ,  . I . '  . .  

. .  

, .  ... Strategies: Same as B.. ..., . . . . . . . . . .  . 
. I  ", . .~ , . . . . .  .. ,. , - .  . - .. , 

. . .  
'2; . Alte.dtive'b;', . . .  * . . . . . .  . .  

. . . . . . .  . . . .  
' .  Same as B: ' ': 

Ratio?aale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

O b j d v e  5 .3-Re~e~r~h 

Alternative A 
Throughout the life o f  the CCP maintain agreements 
with universities and federal agencies for compatible 
scientific research. 

Ratioiaale: The Service would encourage ongoing 
compatible research efforts to continue after closure 
and transfer. Due to limited resources allocated t o  
partnerships and research, in particular, the Service 
would rely on outside researchers f rom other agencies 
and universities t o  broaden i ts data base. Research 
having direct implications for Refuge management, 
such as information gathering and analysis focused on  
wildlife, habitat and public use would considerably help 
the Refuge and surrounding entities. 

Strategies: 
5.3.1 - Establish criteria to  evaluate research 
proposals. Each proposal would be subject to  a 
compatibility determination. 

5.3.2 - Emphasize and support research focusing on 
studies that directly affect Refuge management. 

Alternative B 
Within the f irst 5 years o f  the Refuge's establishment, 
develop a list of research needs t o  be addressed by 

Refuge staff and external researchers and establish a 
system to  evaluate and approve proposals for 
compatible scientific research that focuses on the 
Refuge's habitat, wildlife and public use. 

Ratiomle: Because the Refuge would be a newly 
established refuge with limited resources, it would be 
important for  Service staff to  collaborate wi th outside 
researchers. Research partnerships would allow the 
Service to  expand i ts baseline data and study 
management techniques more efficiently. Research that 
has direct implications for Refuge management, such 
as information gathering and analysis focused on 
wildlife, habitat and public use would be instrumental 
in shaping the management.direction of the Refuge and 
similar prair ie landscapes throughout the life..of the . 

.: 

I .  . 
. \ I ,  I . CCP and into the future. . , ::.. ).,, . " . .I 

Strategies ' 3 .  

5.3.1 - Establish cri teria-to evaluate research. . . . . .  '. . 

, I  

. . . .  . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . - .  ,. I * ,  

I . .  , 
proposals tha t  would ensure research is.compatible .,' 

w i th  the Refuge mission,, purpose and goals. 
. 

'. ; .: 

1 ' .  

5.3.2 - SUW U S  A.. 

5.3.3 - Partner w i th  others to  seek funding t o  address 
identified research needs. 

Alternative C 

Within the f irst 5 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
develop a l ist of research needs t o  be addressed by 
Refuge staff and external researchers and establish a 
system to evaluate and approve proposals for 
compatible scientific research that focuses on long- 
te rm habitat changes and species of concern. 

Rationale: Same as B except: Research would not 
address public use, but focus on habitat and wildlife. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

objective 5.4-Volunttw 

Alternative A 
No volunteer program in Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 3 years of the Refuge's establishment, create a 
volunteer program and support the establishment of a 
Friends group for the Rocky Flats National 
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, .. - 

. I  

Wildlife Refuge. 

Rationale: Volunteers are essential for the growth and 
success o f  many refuges within the NWRS. Volunteers 
can assist wi th both resource conservation activities 
and visitor use programs. Support of a Friends groups 
would play an important role in leveraging local private 
resources and public support for Refuge programs. 

Strategies 
5.4.1 - Recruit  volunteers from equestrian and bicycle 
groups and others to  help maintain trails. 

5.4.2 - Develop and implement a volunteer program 
that defines volunteer opportunities for  participation 
in wi.ldlife habitat and public use programs. 

5:4.3 1 Work w i th  interested ind iv iduak to  establish 
and maintain a nonprofit corporation whoTs . . .  objective 
is t o  positively support the Refuge. 

Alternative C I .  
N o  volunteer program in Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

. .  . . , , . . .  . 

. ,  . . -  , . ,  

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

GOAL 6. REFUGE OPERATIONS 

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff 
to fidfill the Refuge vision a?td purpose. 

Objedive 6.1-St@w 

Alternative A 
Within 2 years of the Refuge's establishment, obtain 
base funding for one full-time employee (1.0 F T E )  and 
one seasonal (0.5 FTE) a t  the Refuge and assign 
collateral duties for Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR 
staff. Fire management funding would be used for an 
additional two full-time (2.0 F T E )  and two seasonal (1.0 
FTE)  employees. 

Rationale: Given restrictions on general public use 
and the limited amount of habitat and wildlife 
conservation programs, minimal on-site staff would be 
required. Due to the use of prescribed f ire within the 
Rock Creek Reserve and the high probability and 
frequency of wildfires in the grasslands of the Refuge, 
f i re personnel are included in the staffing. Refuge f i re  
staff (3.0 FTE) would be responsible for suppressing 
wildfires, developing prescribed burn plans, overseeing 
prescribed fires and developing and maintaining 

mutual aid agreements. Service employees would be 
available t o  lead a limited number of Refuge tours. 

Strategies : 
6.1.1 - Follow Service protocols for  budget 
development and hiring of staff. 

Alternative B 
Within 2 years o f  the Refuge's establishment, obtain 
base funding for three employees (3.0 FTE) for the 
Refuge and within 5 years, add one employee (1 .O 
FTE). Also assign collateral duties for Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal NWR staff. Fire management funding would 
be used for a n  additional two full-time (2.0 F T E )  and 
two seasonal (1.0 F T E )  employees. ' 

Ratio;aal& Due; t o  the'site's urban.context, high public 
interest and extensive restoration re&irements,on-., . ' , 

onset o f t h e  CCP's imp1ementation:Staffing-needs.' . ' ' ' . I '  " 

budgetary environment and the oGectives of the CCf? 
Three full-time employees (3.0 F T E )  would be'required 
within 2 years of Refuge establishment to  begin 
instituting habitat and restoration management 
practices. An increase in public use after year 5 would 
require one additional employee (1.0 FTE).  

Due to the use of prescribed fire in this alternative and 
the high probability and frequency of wildfires in the 
grasslands of the Refuge, f i re personnel are included in 
the staffing. Refuge fire staff (3.0 FTE) would be 
responsible for suppressing wildfires, developing 
prescribed burn plans, overseeing prescribed fires and 
developing and maintaining mutual aid agreements. 
Because the Refuge would be managed as part of a 
complex, in conjunction with Two Ponds N W R  and the 
RMA, some staffing resources would be shared between 
the three refuges. Collateral duties for Two Ponds and 
R M A  staff at the Refuge would ensure that the new 
Refuge benefits from the experience and expertise of 
trained staff. 

. .  . ,  .,' , 

. . I '  ,,. " . . . 

. , , . , , A .  ." . .  . 
. .  . , . ,  site staffing and facilities would be necessary f rom the '! ' 

"would be, based on the current and proj'ected NWRS's 

. .  . 

. .  
: I  . 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative C 
Within 2 years of the Refuge's establishment, obtain 
base funding for five employees (5.0 FTE) for the 
Refuge and assign collateral duties for Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal N W R  staff. Fire management funding would 
be used for an additional two full-time (2.0 FTE) and 
two seasonal (1.0 F T E )  employees. 

Ratiomde: The extensive site restoration, research, 
monitoring and habitat management t o  be initiated 
upon Refuge establishment would require five 
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employees (5.0 FTE). Staffing needs would be based 
on the current and projected NWRS's budgetary 
environment and the objectives of the CCF! 

Staffing for suppressing both prescribed fire and 
unplanned grassland fires has the same rationale as 
Alternative B, as does the sharing of staff resources 
between Two Ponds NWR and the RMA. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative D 
Within 2 years of the Refuge's establishment, obtain 
base funding for six employees (6.0 FTE) for the 

. I  . Refuge and within 5 years add two additional ' 

employees (2.0 FTE). Also assign collateral duties for 
8 .. .. I . .  Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR staff. Fire management. 
. . .  ... . . . ,  : ' . funding would be used for an additional two full-time , 

. , . .  , .  2 staff (2.0 PTE) and one seasonal employee (0.5 FTE). 

Rationale: Due to the site's ,urban context, .high public 
interest and attractive recreational .resources,;on%ite ,' : 
staffing and facilities would be necessary during the I' 
early stages of plan implementation. Staffing needs 
would be based on the current and projected NWRS's 
budgetary environment and the objectives of the CCP 
Six employees (6.0 FTE) would be required within 2 

. l . l . : l  . .* . .. . 

years of Refuge establishment to fulfill the diverse 
habitat, wildlife and increased public use 
responsibilities outlined in Alternative D. Two more 
employees (2.0 FTE) would be needed by year 5, upon 
implementing additional public use programs. 
Dedicated visitor services staff would be included 
among the Refuge staff. 

Staffing for suppressing unplanned grassland fires has 
the same rationale as Alternative B, as does the sharing 
of staff resources between Two Ponds NWR and the 
RMA. However, one-half less FTE is needed because 
prescribed fire is not included in this alternative. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

'*@&&.6 - a & M a w e $ ' & &  . I  , :.;.., .. A. <: . 
I .  ,,.. i. , .,. 

.:Operations a-nd maintenance (O&M) facilities'at RMA , , , ~ 

, I!,.' ... . ,.... would support 'all maintenance, consewation and 
administrative activities at the Refuge: . . ' L ,  , , " ' . . , . .. . . .  .J 

, . . .  
' .~ . 

, .  

Ratiomle: Primary maintenance facilities and 
. equipment storage for the Refuge would be.at the 
RMA and no facility development would take place at 
the Refuge. Refuge O&M funding may be required to 

Prescribed bwmiizy would occur i i ~  desigizated w e n s  outside ($ DOE-retailled lands in Alteniutives A, R, nnd C. 
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support conservation and restoration projects in the 
Rock Creek Reserve, however, projects would not 
necessitate the support o f  onsite O&M facilities. 

Strategies: 
6.2.1 - Prepare and submit projects for  the Refuge 
Operations Needs System and Maintenance 
Management System database. 

6.2.2 - Prepare a f i re cache and install necessary 
water storage systems (e.g., tanks). 

6.2.3 - Coordinate equipment use w i th  R M A  staff. 

6.2.4 -. Install boundary and trailhead signs along the 
Refuge boundary in order to  identify,'access .. . points 
and ownership. .'.. .., 

"6.2.5'- Renpvate .exist,ing, on-site:vehicle,search ' , 

"buildings t o  dreate'a small office spaceand t o m e  for 

. .  . , . , .  . 4 .  ' .. _ , .  . .d 
.I , . ,I :. . b ' , ' .  

I . .  

, .  . . , .  . . . _ , . .  
. storage,an,d . .  other refuge operations. , . 

. _ .  * .  
. . I  

Within 5'years of the'Refuge's establishment, develop 
50 percent of administrative and visitor use facilities for 
on-site presence and connectivity wi th regional trai l  
systems. Within 5 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
develop 50 percent of O & M  facilities needed to  support 
public use and conservation objectives. By year 10, 
complete all O&M facilities. 

Ratioiaule: During the early years of CCP 
implementation, management resources would be 
focused on public outreach and education beyond the 
site boundaries, developing partnerships and securing 
funding. Habitat conservation and restoration would 
be the pr imary management priority. Construction of 
the t ra i l  system, signage and orientation and 
interpretation facilities would follow the development 
of restoration measures. 

During the f irst 5 years o f  the Refuge's establishment, 
the Service staff would rely on  O & M  facilities at R M A .  
Due to  public outreach events and word of mouth, 
visitor numbers are likely t o  substantially increase 
once the Refuge is fully open to  the general public in 
the fifth year of the Refuge's establishment, therefore, 
it would be important to  establish on site staffing and 
complete visitor facilities by year 10. Once visitor use 
facilities are established, on-site maintenance facilities 
would be constructed and interpretive signage and 
trails would be upgraded. Throughout the life of the 
CCR R M A  O & M  facilities and staff would supplement 
Refuge operations. The Service wil l  not use the land 
a t  Rocky Flats for  residential o r  "bunkhouse" facilities 
during the life of the CCF! 

70 

Strategies: 
6.2.1- 6.2.5 - S a m  as A. 

6.2.6 - Provide administrative offices for Refuge 
employees within the contact station. 

6.2.7 - Pursue partnerships and funding sources 
including but not limited to  challenge cost share 
projects, Federal Highway Administration, CDOT and 
other transportation entities, Great Outdoors Colorado, 
CDOW, Mi le  High Youth Corps, Colorado Historical 
Society and Volunteers for Outdoor Colorado. 

6.2.8 - Where possible, screen maintenance facilities 
f rom visitor use areas. 

6.2.9 - Construct a small (1,750.to~2.250~Square . .  feet) 
maintenancelstorage facility. , . , . . . .  

6:2.10 - Instal l  a cistern o r  other 
'provide water t o  the visitor cont 
and maintenance facilities. 

6.2.11 - Co-locate O & M  facilities w i th  public use 
facilities and construct facilities in areas that are.  
already disturbed o r  degraded and wi l l  not impact 
important wildlife habitat. 

Alternative C 
Within 3 years of the Refuge's establishment, 
develop a satellite maintenance facility t o  support 
Refuge operations. 

Rationale: Given the emphasis on ecological 
restoration in Alternative C, the construction of O&M 
facilities would precede the development of public use 
facilities. Pr imary maintenance facilities and equipment 
storage for the Refuge would be at the RMA with only 
a small facility a t  the Refuge. Limited facility 
development a t  the Refuge would reduce O&M 
expenses and ensure that the maximum amount of land 
is conserved. The construction of the maintenance 
facilities within the early years of the Refuge's 
establishment would also help the Service establish an 
on-site presence. 

Strategies: Sume as B. 

Alternative D 
Within 4 years of the Refuge's establishment, develop 
75 percent o f  the administrative and visitor use 
facilities for on-site presence and connectivity wi th 
regional t ra i l  systems. Within 5 years o f  the Refuge's 
establishment, develop 50 percent o f  O&M facilities 
needed to  support public use and conservation 
objectives. By year 10, complete all O & M  facilities. By 
year 15, complete construction o f  the visitor center. 

I .  

. . .  . . . .  

em t o  .. I .  

ffices, I 

; . , -  , . . .  . .  
I .  
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. ,  
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. .  

Rationale: Given the emphasis on public use in 
Alternative D, development of administrative and 
visitor use facilities would be accelerated and all trails 
and preliminary visitor use facilities (e.g., welcome 
kiosk, restrooms) would be developed early in the life 
of the CCP Extensive public outreach events and word 
of mouth are likely t o  attract large numbers of visitors 
in the early years of the Refuge's establishment: 
therefore, it would be important to  establish on-site 
staffing and visitor facilities early in the CCP Initial 
facility development is crucial orienting visitors and 
educating them about the Refuge's resources. The 
facilities would be upgraded over the life o f  the CCF! 
culminating in the construction of a visitor center by 
year 15. 

During the f irst years of t he  Refuge's establishment; 
while management.resources are focused'on 'habitat * , 

conservation and visi torkse facility development,. the 
Service staff would rely on O&M facilities at RMA. 
Wi th  the inclusion of equestrian t ra i l  uses;'additional 
O&M resources would be 'allocated to the development 
of large parking areas (that can accommodate horse 
trailers) and additional t ra i l  maintenance. Noxious, 
weed control along multi-use trails would be more 
intensive. Once visitor use facilities are established, the 
maintenance facilities would be constructed and 
interpretive signage and trials would be upgraded. 
Maintenance facilities would be sufficient in size so 
that no satellite facilities a t  R M A  would be required. 

Strategies: 

6.2.6- 6.2.8 - Same as B. 

6.2.9 - Construct a larger (approximately 2,500 to  
3,000 square feet) maintenancelstorage facility. 

6.2.10-6.2.11 - Same as B. 

Objective 6.8-Fencing 

Alternative A 
Upon the Refuge's establishment and throughout the 
life of the CCR maintain the existing barbed-wire stock 
fence. The fence would line the entire perimeter and 
would be suitable for excluding neighboring livestock 
from trespassing on  the Refuge. 

Rutionale: State law requires that a stock fence 
enclose the Refuge to  prevent livestock trespassing. 
Visitor safety and wildlife habitat goals would be 
accomplished through signage, staff contact wi th 
visitors and internal fencing of off-limits areas. 
The Service would also work closely wi th DOE to  

. . . ,  .. .. ./ . ..' , .. . : . . ,- 

6.2.1-6.2.5 - Same US A. 
Nuttal's larkspur. 

ensure that the DOE retained land boundary is 
clearly demarcated. 

Strategies: 
6.3.1 - Attach boundary signage to  the perimeter fence 
and any fencing delineating the D O E  retained area. 

6.3.2 - Advise DOE on the use of signage and fencing to  
demarcate the boundary of lands subject to 
institutional controls. 

Alternative B 
Same as A. 

Rationale: Same as A. 

Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative C 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 
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Strategies: Same as A. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rutionale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
6.4.1 -6.4.2 - Same as A. 

6.4.3 - Following al l  prescribed fires, survey burned 
areas for archaeological o r  cultural resources o r  
artifacts. 

6.4.4 - Work w i th  interested parties and organizations 
t o  interpret the Lindsay Ranch and the story of 
homesteading on the Refuge. 

6.4.5 - Use trai l  signage t o  identify the historic 
stage-coach stop and apple orchard in the W h m ~  

Strategies: Same as A. 

objective 6-Culhml R e s ~ r ~  - fin,&ay Barn 

Alternative A 
Within 15 years of Refuge establishment, develop an 
inventory of cultural resources found on the Refuge 
and maintain the Lindsay Ranch barn. . Creek drainage. 

including a barn and house'are not structurally sound 
and are in varying states of decay. In order to  preserve 
the scenic value o f  the cultural resource, the Service 
and DOE initiated a project to  stabilize the barn in 
2003. Since the ranch house is not structurally sound 
and presents a safety concern, the Service chose to  
concentrate its stabilization efforts on the barn. The 
house would be fenced off o r  taken down to  minimize 
safety hazards. Should partners raise sufficient funds 
to stabilize and interpret the ranch house, the Service 
wil l  be amenable to working with them t o  complete 
such a project. Over time, additional cultural resources 
may be uncovered on the Refuge. The Service would 
maintain a record of identified cultural resources. 

Strategies: 
6.4.1 - Pursue partnerships to  help fund the ongoing 
stabilization of the Lindsay Ranch barn. 

6.4.2 - Maintain an inventory o f  all cultural resources 
found on  site. 

6.4.3 - Following all prescribed fires in the Rock 
Creek Reserve, conduct l imited surveys of burned 
areas for archaeological o r  cultural resources o r  
artifacts. 

Alternative B 
By year five, develop a step-down plan for the 
preservation o f  all cultural resources on the Refuge. By 
the end of the CCF! interpret the Lindsay Ranch barn. 

Rationale: Same as A, plus where appropriate, 
provide interpretive signage t o  help visitors better 
understand the history of the Lindsay Ranch. 

.,.. . . .-.: . ' . .. . 
Rationale: The Lindsay Ranch structures were 
identified as "ineligible" for listing in the 'Nattonal 
Register of Historic Places and stabilization and/or 
preservation of the barn and house is not mandatory. 
Given Alternative C's emphasis on ecological 
restoration, the Lindsay Ranch structures would be 
removed and the site would be restored to  pre- 
settlement conditions. Pr ior  to  demolition, the Ranch 
structures be documented with photographs. Over 
time, additional cultural resources may be uncovered 
on the Refuge. The Service would maintain a record of 
all identified cultural resources. 

.. . . 

Strategies: 
6.4.1-6.4.2 - Same as A. 

6.4.3 - Same as B. 

6.4.6 - Restore stream crossings and revegetate roads 
within the Lindsay Ranch site. 

6.4.7 - Use native vegetation t o  restore the area to  
pre-settlement conditions. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Rationale: Same as B. 

Strategies: 
6.4.1-6.4.2 - Same as A. 

6.4.3 - Following al l  wildfires, survey burned areas for 
archaeological o r  cultural resources o r  artifacts. 

6.4.4-6.4.5 - Same as A. 

. . .  , . .., . .  . .  .,_ 
. .  

. .  



O b j d ~ 6  6.5-CzclCural RMOUTW - Site H- 
Alternative A 
Not  applicable t o  Alternative A. 

Alternative B 
Within 5 years of the Refuge's establishment, develop a 
cooperative partnership wi th interested stakeholders, 
including the Cold War Museum, to  interpret the 
history of the Refuge. 

Rationale: The history o f  the Refuge represents 
diverse periods of t ime and topics ranging from Native 
American history to  the settlement of the western 
frontier and nuclear weapons production during the 

I, , , Cold War. The history and cultural resources of the 
. .  . . \ . .  .A ' . ' Refuge are of interestto'many groups and individuais. 

( . . ' I .  I . 
b:" I . ' . . .  '' ... " Interested stakeholdersl'including the"Cold War.. ' :': ', 

Museum, would be key' partners'in interpreting'the' :: .. 
site'shistory and cultural resources and securing ' 

funding for interpretation and stabili.zation efforts: , .  . ': ' " ' 

6.5.1 - Work w i th  a variety of interested entities t o  ' 

manage and interpret the history of the site as it 
evolved through time. Interpretation programs would 
illuminate the historical evolution of the site including 
Native Americans, early settlement, ranching and 
Cold War histories. 

, , I . .  , . 
. I  .,, .. ,Y  . .  

. . ... * _  .I.. 

. ' 

& '  , Strategies: 

6.5.2 - Work wi th appropriate state and federal 
agencies t o  manage the site's cultural resources 
appropriately. 

Alternative C 
Not  applicable to  Alternative C. 

Alternative D 
Same as B. 

Ratioiaale: Same as B. 

Strategies: Same as B. 

2.6. STAFFING AND BUDGETS 

Refuge budgets generally include ongoing operations 
funds for staffing, maintenance and utility needs. 
Estimated staff for each alternative is the minimum 
necessary to accomplish the goals of that alternative. A 
detailed list of this staff along with the costs for each 
alternative are provided in Appendix F. Maintenance 
expenses would cover activities necessary t o  keep 
facilities and equipment in good working order. Utilities 
would vary by alternative and would include gas, 
electrical, phone and cleaning. In addition, restoration 
and implementation costs would be calculated for each 

Staffing and budget w o ~ d d  be allocated to protect and 
restore native grasses such as forktip tlwe-awn. 

alternative based on estimated needs. These one-time 
items associated w i th  opening the Refuge would 
include costs to restore habitat, build facilities and 
purchase equipment. F i re  management funds are 
administered from a different funding source and are 
listed separately. 

Because the Refuge would be managed as part  of a 
complex that includes the RMA and Two Ponds, there 
would be costs that could be shared between the 
facilities. Therefore, both operations and restoration 
and implementation costs have been broken out 
between items that would require new funding for the 
Refuge and items that would be covered from the 
complex's existing base funding. Furthermore, large 
equipment needed for restoration activities is assumed 
to be shared with the other refuges in the complex and 
is included with existing base funding. 

Estimated costs for alternatives are summarized in 
Table 5.  Costs are presented in 2003 dollars. Because 
the Refuge would not be established for several years, 
these numbers would need to  be adjusted for inflation 
when the Refuge's funding request is made. 

_.. 

.,. ,. .<. 
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cost over 
16Yeam 

(millions 2003$) 

$3.1 

$8.6 

$11.5 

$1 6.6 
__ - 

Table 5. Estimated Costa of Alternatives 

Annual 
Operations 
(thousands) 

$1 64 

$543 

$824 

$1,031 

Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

D 
.. 

Reatoration and 
Implementation 

(millions) 

$0.3 

$1.2 

$0.9 

$4.5 

- -_ 

_ _  

. . . . .  .,,, .: . . . . . . . . .  . I  . ALTERNATIVE A 
: . In Alternative A, fhe currently planned management 

approach described, in the Roc,k-Creek Reserve.: .' . 
' Integrated N'atural Resources Management Plan . ' 

(DOE 2000) w,ould,be ,maintained. This would require 
two employees with an annual funding'target of about 
$164,000 for operations. Restoration and 
implementation costs amount to  about $275,000, most 
of which is for maintenance equipment, facilities, 
restoration of unused roads and stabilization of the 
Lindsay Ranch barn. Fire management activities on 
the Refuge wil l  require the equivalent of three 
employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) wi th annual 
funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front expenditure 
of $125,000 for equipment and supplies. Total costs over 
the 15-year period for this alternative would amount to 
about $3.7 million. 

. 

' 

' 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Compared to  Alternative A, Alternative B would 
require higher funding levels. It would require the 
equivalent o f  four employees with an annual funding 
target of $543,000 for operations. In addition, this 
alternative would require $1.2 million in restoration 
and implementation costs, over a third of which is for 
maintenance equipment and related storage. 
Remaining funds requested are for  habitat restoration 
supplies and visitor-related facilities. F i re  management 
activities on the Refuge wil l  require the equivalent of 
three employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) wi th 
annual funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front 
expenditure of $125,000 for equipment and supplies. 
Estimated costs in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period 
for this alternative are $8.6 million. 

ALTERNATIVE C ~ 

Alternative C would require more funding than 
Alternatives A and B, but less than Alternative D. This 
is mainly due t o  the addition of one employee - for a 

Management 
(millions) 

$1.6 

$1.6 

$1.6 

$1.1 

- 

.... 

mor Components of Costa 

Small staff, limited restoration 

Balances public-use and restoration efforts 

Restoration staff, off-site office lease 

Increased public use staff and facilities 

.............. _. ................. . 

. .  . . . . . . . . . .  - 

.. ._ . .- . . . .  .... _ _  

total o f  five - and the use of leased off-sife office space 
rather than new construction on-site. Staff.and,thejr: . . . . .  
funding would shif t  emphasis t o  habitat.conse6vation- . '..: 
and.restoration activities, wi th annual operationsxosts . i  :.: 
estimated a t  about $824,000. .One-time, restoration. and' .:: ' c  .. 
.implementation activities would require#about.$882,000;:;:.-: 
primari ly focused'on 'restoration supplies, maintenance- $.;:,; 

equipment and related storage. F i re  management :; .::' 

activities on the Refuge would require the equivalent of 

annual funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front 
expenditure of $125,000 for equipment and supplies. 
Estimated costs in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period 
for this alternative are $11.5 million. 

three employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) wi th . .  

ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D would require the largest amount of 
funding because of its facility development and staffing 
requirements. Although some funding would be used 
for habitat conservation and restoration, the staffing 
and budget would be weighted toward public use. 
Alternative D would require eight full-time employees. 
Annual operations costs are estimated slightly over $1 
million, due to  both an increased public use staff and 
increased facility maintenance costs. Restoration and 
implementation costs would be $4.5 million, primari ly 
due to the addition of a $3 million visitor center. F i re  
management activities on the Refuge would require the 
equivalent of two employees with annual funding of 
about $84,000, as well as an up-front expenditure of 
$125,000 for equipment and supplies. Estimated costs 
in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period for this 
alternative are $16.6 million. 

2.7. PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES 

The Service would pursue opportunities to  work wi th 
federal, state and local agencies, conservation groups, 
adjacent landowners and other interested parties to  
advance the purpose of the Refuge and to  benefit 
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surrounding communities. Many natural resource 
management issues such as invasive weed control, 
wildfire management, wildlife corridors, recovery of 
declining species and impacts to resources caused by 
visitors would need t o  be coordinated across boundaries. 
Collaboration wi th surrounding open space and natural 
resource entities such as Jefferson County, Ci ty of 
Boulder, Boulder County, Ci ty and County of 
Broomfield, Ci ty of Westminster, Ci ty of Arvada and 
CDOW would be instrumental in achieving the Service's 
ecosystem management goals. The Service would also 
develop and maintain mutQaI aid agreements related to 
f ire control wi th adjacentjurisdictions. 

The Service would encourage and support research and 
management studies on*Refuge lands that inform.' ' 

tural resource' management decisions. Scientifi 
earch partnerships-wbuld give the  Service 

opportunities.'to analyze 'independently.collected data' 
.c ' '. ahd use research results'to.becelop adaptive 
' 'management Strategies: As  'data-'sharing'partners, 

university faculty, staff and students as well as 
independent scientists would be instrumental in 
helping the Service develop baseline,biological data. 

In Alternatives B and D, the Service also would 
collaborate wi th interested organizations such as the 
Cold War Museum to interpret the history of the Rocky 
Flats site and communicate its story to Refuge visitors. 
Other potential partnerships related to hunting, 
environmental education, trai l  use and interpretation 
may involve local universities, school districts, 
conservation andlor historical organizations, open space 
agencies, recreation user groups and the CDOW 

Volunteer partnerships in Alternatives B and D would 
be cultivated with individuals interested in learning 
more about the Refuge and assisting staff wi th various 
aspects of Refuge operations. The Service also would 
support the development of a "Friends" group for the 
new Refuge. Such a group would play an important 
role in leveraging private resources and public support 
for Refuge programming. 

. , .  

. 

' .  

2.8. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

In all alternatives, the Service would adopt an adaptive 
management approach to the implementation of the 
proposed management objectives. Adaptive 
management is "the rigorous application of 
management, research and monitoring to  gain 
information and experience necessary to assess and 
modify management activities.. .A process that uses 
feedback from Refuge research and monitoring and 

,.. 
. I  

...; ., 

I. ~ . .  

.. . 
' , . .,I.. I ., .../.i, .I, .._ . . .. . .  . .  

evaluation of management actions to  support or modify .' ' I..:, , , ' , 4 :  , 

. 6 .  

objectives and,strategies a t  all planning levels" (US 
Fish & Wildlife Service 2000). Because the Refuge is 
new, ongoing monitoring of the effectiveness of habitat 
restoration and conservation and public use is essential 
for adapting and refining objectives and strategies to  
ensure management goals are achieved. Monitoring 
and evaluation has been integrated into many resource 
management and public use objectives. 

', . 

The Service would establish biological monitoring 
programs to  assess the effect of restoration and 
conservation measures on habitat condition. The 
Service would monitor certain habitat conditions to  
determine if the management strategies are serving 
the needs o f  native wildlife species. For example, 
periodic Preble's surveys would help determine the 
effects of riparian habitat protection and enhancement 
efforts. To assist in the control of invasive species such 
as Dalmatian toadflax and diffuse knapweed and to  
restore native plant communities, the Service would 
evaluate the use of different treatments and control 
mechanisms for the most efficient forms of weed 
suppression. The Service would evaluate the use of an 
I P M  approach and, depending on the alternative 
selected, prescribed fire, managed grazing, or use of a 
combination of these techniques. The monitoring of 
vegetation transects would help gauge the long-term 
effects of weed management and restoration efforts in 
the xeric tallgrass community. 

Visitor use surveys in Alternatives B and D would 
measure the extent to  which visitors feel welcome, 
safe and comfortable at the Refuge and the extent to  
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which they learned about the Refuge system, safety 
issues and the Service's stewardship role during their 
visits. In addition t o  measuring visitor satisfaction, 
the surveys would indicate the effectiveness of public 
use programming in increasing visitors' 
understanding and appreciation of natural resources 
and promoting environmentally responsible behavior. 

This CCP is designed to  be effective for 15 years. I t  
would undergo periodic review to  evaluate whether 
the established goals and objectives are being met 
and strategies are being implemented. Throughout 
the life of the CCI? the Service would monitor Refuge 
resources, assess whether the goals and objectives, for 
the Refuge,are being ,achieved and if necessary, 

I 9 .. . , .  adjust specific management prescriptions to better , . 
. .  respond to  the long-teemneeds o f  the Refuge., 

. . .. .. 

.,j. ,. . , 

, .  I. . .. 
t' . , I . , .  . -  

. .  
. .  .. . .  . 

. .  .2.9..ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED'BUT : I  '' 
. ,  7 .  . , . .  ' . I  , . . - .  

. ' ELIMINATED, ' . .  . 
'1 , 

, .  . I . . ' i  

During the initial alternatives development workshop, 
Seivice staff considered a "custodial management" 
alternative. In this alternative,'the Service would have 
taken a "hands-off" approach to Refuge stewardship, 
l imit ing management to  areas that the Service is 
legally obligated to  address. These areas would include 
the containment o f  weeds, the maintenance o f  fencing 
and the preservation of federally listed threatened and 
endangered species. Unlike the N o  Action Alternative, 
under this alternative the Service would not manage 
the Rock Creek Reserve in accordance with the Rock 
Creek Reserve Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan. 

This alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis 
in the EIS. The rationale for eliminating this 
alternative included: 

This alternative is similar to  the N o  Action 
Alternative 

Custodial management would lead to increased 
degradation of wildlife and habitat 

o f  the Refuge and the mission of NWRS 
This alternative is not consistent wi th the purposes 

2.10. REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITIES 

Reasonably foreseeable future activities are actions 
and activities that are independent of the Proposed 
Action for the Refuge, but could result in cumulative 
effects when they are combined with the effects of the 
proposed alternatives. They are anticipated to  occur 

regardless of which Refuge alternative is selected. The 
effects o f  these activities are described in the 
Cumulative Impacts sections under each resource in 
Chapter 4. 

Reasonably foreseeable future activities within o r  near 
the Refuge are represented in Figure 11 and fall into 
the following categories: 

Urban Development 

Regional Transportation Improvements 

Resource Development and Assessment 

Open Space and Trails 
. .. . . . . 

,* , . I  I 

. . I  ._... , ~ ~ . .  .... ..?_ <. . . . " .  . , %.. . . L . . , ".. , .I 

. .  . .  . .  URBAN,DEVELOPMENT.! .?,: .- , ..,  ' ' ' , .  

1 .  , , , .  ,. I '  ' ., . ' 

According t o  urban growth. projections by the Denver 
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), the 
following areas are anticipated. to  be developed by 2020 
(Figure 11): 

A str ip of private land along highway 93 
along the west side of Rocky Flats 

Portions of Broomfield and Westminster 
between Great Western Reservoir and the 
Jefferson County Airport  

Southwestern portions o f  Superior near 
Highway 128 

Refuge (Vauxmont development - see below) 

For many years, the Ci ty of Arvada has envisioned 
urban development in an area immediately south of the 
Refuge. Arvada annexed the area in 1988 and zoned it 
for mixed residential and commercial development. 
More  recently, plans have been underway for a mixed 
residential and commercial development called 
Vauxmont. Currently no construction date is 
anticipated and no formal plans have been reviewed by 
the C i ty  of Arvada; however, a metropolitan district has 
been established to provide water and other utilities to  
the future development. The Vauxmont development 
wil l  be immediately adjacent to the southern boundary 
of the Refuge. 

Portions of Arvada directly south of the 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration are 
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studying long-range regional transportation needs in 
the northwest quadrant of the Denver Metropolitan 
area. The study area of the Northwest Corridor E IS  is 
approximately bounded by the foothills on the west, 
Simms Streetf96th Street on the east, the intersection 
of the Northwest Parkwaynape Drivelcarbon 
Road/96th Street on the north and the intersection of 
C-47011-70 on the south. 

The study is considering a full range of possible multi- 
modal options, including possible general transit 
options, possible improvement of existing roadways, 
possible new highways and enhancements, possible 

transportation system management and transportation 
. ' .  implementation of a tolling enterprise, as well as 

. .  I . . demandmanage 
.;I:: . .2003 and wik l ik  

. ,  ' 

. .  

. .  including the Service. The Service has provided and 
will continue to provide comments to CDOT regarding 
the Northwest Corridor Transportation Study. CDOT, 
will consult with the Service on any improvement 
associated with the study that may affect a threatened 
or endangered species. 

While the completion of the Northwest Corridor 
Transportation Study, and its eventual 
recommendations for transportation improvements in 
the areas surrounding Rocky Flats are reasonably 
foreseeable, the Service has determined that 
transportation improvements in any specific location 
are not reasonably foreseeable. A specific 
improvement has not been funded, is not in the 
DRCOG's Regional Transportation Plan, and therefore 
is speculative. "Reasonably foreseeable" actions are not 
speculative-they have been approved, are included in 
short- to medium-term planning and budget documents 
prepared by government agencies or other entities, or 
are likely given trends (EPA 1999). 

The Refuge Act's 93174 prohibits the construction of a 
public road through the Refuge. However, the DOE 
can make available land along the eastern boundary of 
the Refuge for the sole purpose of transportation 
improvements along Indiana Street. Land made 
available under 93174 may not extend more than 300 
feet from the west edge of the existing Indiana Street 
right of way. To be made available, DOE must receive 
an application submitted by a county, city, or other 
political subdivision of the State of Colorado that 
includes documentation demonstrating that the 
transportation improvements for which the land is to 

, 

be made available: 

Are carried out so as to minimize adverse 
effects on the management of the Refuge as 
a wildlife refuge 

Are included in the regional transportation 
plan of the metropolitan planning 
organization designated for the Denver 
Metropolitan area 

Additionally, 93178 of the Refuge Act requires that the 
CCP address and make recommendations on the land to 
be made available. In'section 4.16 of this CCP/EIS, 
three possible alternative widths, 50 feet, 125 feet and- . 
300'feet. are analyzed. A range of widths is analyzed to I ' . 

provide information to the Service and the DOE 
iegarding iands.that could be made'available. The : 

DOE will ,be responsible for determjning the width of ';. 
any transferred' lands; but it'is likely thewidth would 
range. between 50 and 300 feet. The, transfer of a 50- 
foot right of yay  would make the right of way along 
Indiana Street 100 feet wide, wide enough for a four- 
lane, undivided road. Similarly, the transfer of a 100- 
foot right of way would make the right of  way along 
Indiana Street 200 feet wide. A 100-foot or 200-foot 
wide right of way would not be wide enough for a four- 
lane, divided highway. Typical right of way widths for a 
four-lane, divided highway, are 300 to 400 feet. The 
transfer of a 300-foot right of way would make the right 
of way along Indiana Street 350 feet wide, wide enough 
for a four-lane, divided highway. The transfer would be 
designed to help meet regional transportation needs. 

Section 4.16 discusses two issues related to potential 
transportation improvements near the Refuge. The 
first part of Section 4.16 discusses the lands up to 300 
feet from the west edge of the Indiana Street right-of- 
way that could be made available. The second part of 
Section 4.16 discusses potential concerns that the 
Service would have related to any transportation 
improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and 
Highway 93. Improvements to these roadways are 
among the universe of alternatives currently being 
considered by the Northwest Corridor Transportation 
Study (CDOT 2004). 

. .  
, 

. 

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT AND ASSESSMENT 

Mining 

A geologic formation called the Rocky Flats Alluvium 
is found in the western half of the Refuge and in 
surrounding areas. It is valued as an aggregate source 
and is currently being mined in the Refuge area. The 
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U.S. Government does not own all of the subsurface 
mineral r ights a t  the Refuge. Currently, three active 
mining permits are wi th in the Refuge: the Bluestone 
sand and gravel quarry, the Lakewood Br ick and Ti le 
mine, and the Church Ranch - Rocky Flats Pit 
(Figure 11). 

The Service believes that the exercise o f  these existing 
privately owned mineral rights, particularly surface 
mining of gravel and other aggregate material, at 
Rocky Flats wil l  have an adverse impact on the 
management o f  the Refuge. The Service does not 
believe it can manage the Refuge for meeting the 
purposes of §3177(e)(2) of the Refuge Act if certain 
mineral r ights are eiercised. Accordingly, the Service 

nature of future research, the facility is likely t o  
continue such operations into the foreseeable future 

UNity and L?itch Access 

(DO E- N, R E L 2002). 

Several outside entities own easements for natural gas, 
electrical, fiber optic and other utility lines across the 
Refuge. In addition, several other outside entities own 
water r ights that  are conveyed across the Refuge 
through ditches such as the Smart Ditch, Upper 
Church Ditch and McKay Ditch. The owners and 
.managers of these easements and water r ights wil l  
continue t o  access the Refuge to  maintain their  . 

respective utilities and water rights: 
. .  . . .. .:  . 

. a  . . .  . . . .  ,.. . ,  

. . .  will:not accept tra.nsfer_.of administ;rative jurisdict ion 

' 1 :  '. :aggregate material:.&:Roc,ky..FIats from DOE 'until t 
d ... . .  '' United States. owns'the''minera1' rights. of :the,land t o  

. .. 
: . .  .. , ' . , ,, . , . for lands subj'ect tb.the,mi,ningofgravel and-other, 

I .  . . L C  .' . .  

. .  .. ,. . . '  transferred to  the Service, or until the lands that are ' 
' subject of mining have been reclaimed to a mixed 

.' 

' -.prairie grassland community. 

The p e r p i t  for  the Church Ranch- Rocky Flats P i t  . ' .  

includes stipulations that mining wil l  not encounter 
groundwater, and wil l  stay a minimum of 2 feet above 
groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church Ranch 2004). The 
permits for the Bluestone Pit and the Lakewood Brick 
and Ti le operation do not have stipulations about 
groundwater. 

Several off-site mining areas are located northwest of 
the Refuge along Highway 93. In the permits, mining 
can continue until the resource within the mine permit 
area is depleted. 

Reservoir Expansion 

The City and County of Broomfield owns and operates 
Great Western Reservoir to  store irrigation water. 
Great Western Reservoir is located along Walnut 
Creek, about 4fL mile east of the Refuge. Broomfield 
plans to increase the size of the reservoir f rom 2,370 
acre-feet t o  12,000 acre-feet. Broomfield currently has 
sufficient water to  fill the reservoir and plans to  
complete the expansion within the next 10 to  20 years. 

National Wind Technobfl Center 

The DOE'S National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
operates the National Wind Technology Center 
(NWTC) immediately northwest of the Refuge. The 
N W T C  is primari ly used for wind energy research, 
development and testing and currently has between 12 
and 15 wind turbines. While the number of wind 
turbines a t  N W T C  would vary in accordance with the 

. .  , . . . .  - ._ .: . . .. . . .,..I 

., < ,. 
,:.The Refuge is bounded on'three sidesjby designated-.. . . .  ' " . ' " . '  . .. 

: oben space land owned'and managed:by local 
. , .  

governments. Several new trails are-planned in these, 
areas, including: 

' , 

. ,  . . . .  . . .  . 

A new trai l  on  Ci ty of Boulder Open Space 
land that parallels Highway 128, connecting 
the Coalton Trail to  the Greenbelt Plateau 
trailhead near Highway 93 

A new trai l  across the City and County of 
Broomfield's Great Western Open Space to  
access Indiana Street 

The City of Arvada has planned several trails along the 
Big Dry Creek drainage between the Refuge and 
Highway 72 to  the south. These trails are not 
associated with currently designated open space, but 
are within the planned Vauxmont development 
described above. 

F m t  Range Frail 

In 2001, Colorado State Parks initiated a planning 
project t o  designate a continuous trai l  route along the 
Front Range of Colorado. As  planned, the Front Range 
Trail would parallel the east side of Highway 93 
between the highway and the Refuge's western 
boundary. While the concept of this trai l  in this general 
location is certain, the exact alignment has yet to  be 
determined. 

Coal Creek Canvon Park 

Jefferson County Open Space owns 2,807 acres of 
land near the mouth of Coal Creek Canyon, about 2 
miles west of the Refuge. Completed in 2001, the 
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management plan for this property outlines 
management unit designations, trails and facilities. 
However, the management plan also recommends 
postponing any t ra i l  or  facility development until at 
least 2006 so that development plans can be 
consistent with surrounding land uses (JCOS 2001). 

U.S. Department of Ercergll M o n M n g  
and Maintmunce 

The Rocky Flats site is currently undergoing cleanup 
by the DOE. The Refuge would not be established 
until cleanup and certification by EPA is complete 
(currently scheduled for 2006). It is not known how 
long cleanup might take, or what effects cleanup ' 

ongoing access to the Refuge after cleanup for . 
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The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum was founded in 
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nuclear weapons plant at Rocky Flats. The 
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for a museum and funding to construct it. In  August 
2003, the Rocky Flats Cold War Museum released a 
Museum Feasibility Study that investigated potential 
sites, funding sources and program requirements for a 
museum. The study recommended the consideration of 
three sites for a museum: 

Existing Rocky Flats Visitor's Center 
(Buildings 60 and 61) at the west entrance to 
Rocky Flats 

Location near the entrance of the National 
Wind Technology Center off of Highway 128 

Location within the future Vauxmont 
development off of Highway 72 south of 
the Refuge 

The study recommended a museum location at or near 
the existing Rocky Flats Visitor's Center because of its 
proximity to the site. If the necessary funding is 
secured, the organization hopes to open the Rocky 
Flats Cold War Museum in 2006 (Informal Learning 
Experiences 2003). 
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Chapter 2 Alternatives 

Table 6. Summary of Objectives and Strategies 

ALTERNATIVE A -.No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlge, Habitat, and Public Use 
w j  (Preferred Alternative) 

Preble’s Habita 
Management 

Xeric Tallgrass 
Management 

Mixed Crasslai 
Prairie 
Management 

lbjective: 

Protect and maintain Preble’s habitat throughout the Refuge. 

itrategies: 

Survey Preble’s locations and habitat every 2-3 years 

. . .  
, . , I  . . , .  

.......................................................................................................... 
. .  . .  

3bjecrive: . . .  
Maintain the existing extent of xeric tallgrass habitat (in 
Rock Creek Reserve). 

irrategies: 

Within 2 years, develop vegetation management plan. 

Monitor every 2-3 years to determine species composition, 
document the effectiveness of weed control applications, 
and assess impacts of disturbance on plant communities in 
the Rock Creek Reserve. 

Use prescribed burning, and mowing to stimulate the growth 
of native plants in the Rock Creek Reserve. 

Suppress all natural wildfires. 

Participate in regional xeric tallgrass prairie conservation 
efforts. 

3bjective: 

Maintain and improve the vigor and native species 
composition of short and mesic mixed grassland habitat (in 
Rock Creek Reserve). 

Strategies. 

Allow short and mesic prairie to support sustainable prairie 
dog expansion. 

Maintain short and mesic prairie to support the 
reintroduction of sharp-tailed grouse or other species. 

Use prescribed fire, and mowing to stimulate the growth of 
native plants in the Rock Creek Reserve. 

Suppress all natural wildfires. 

- 

2bjecrive: 

Protect, maintain, and improve Preble’s habitat throughout the 
Refuge. 

itraregies: 

If necessary, exclude grazinghowsing animals to protect habitat. 

Seek fimding/partnerships to monitor impacts of recreation on 
Preble’s. 1 . .  

. _./ . .  
. . .  . . . .  3b$ctive: . ’ . .  

. . -  
Maintain xeric tallgrass,habitat across the Refugiwith a native .“ 
species composition of 80%. 

, - ,  

Ytrategies: . .  

Monitor every 2-3 years to determine species composition, 
document effectiveness of weed control applications, assess 
impacts of disturbance on plant communities across Refuge. 

Use prescribed tire, grazing, mowing and other tools to stimulate 
the growth of native plants. 

. I _ _ ” _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ l _ _ _ l _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - ” ”  

................................................................................................................ ............................................... 

gbjecrive: 

Same us A, except: Restore hay meadow and other areas to 
a native mixed grassland community. 

kraregies: 

Use prescribed fire, grazing, mowing and other tools to stimulate 
the growth of native plants. 

Restore hay meadow and other areas to native mixed grassland. 
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r G \  * > 7 %  

ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D - Public Use 

Objective: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Strategies: 

More extensive monitoring to include surveys of vegetation and 
plant diversity in Preble's habitat every 2-3 years. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . .  . .  . I . (  . 
. .  

Objective: 

Objective: 

-c _ _ - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - -  

Vbjective: 

Monitor impacts of trails and recreation on Preble's (with or 
without additional funding/pamerships). 

Strategies: 
+ .  _I__----_----- 

' I  , 
t - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Use mowing and other tools. Prescribed burning and grazing 
would not be used. 

gbjective: 

Same as A: Maintain and improve the vigor and native species 
:omposition. 

Strategies: 

.c - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
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I Objective: I 

Road Restoration 
and Revegetation 

Revegetate 12 miles of unused roads and 7 stream crossings 
in Rock Creek Reserve. (To be completed by the end of the 
plan). 

I Stratexies: 

Allow natural revegetation of lightly used roads and stream 
crossings. 

I In some locations, regrade and seed roads 

Survey for noxious weeds and apply IMP techniques to 
control noxious weeds in seeded road corridors 

I 1.: ..... I::-..y..:.: : 

I ' 1  Objective. 

Within Rock Creek Reserve: 
- Reduce the density of diffuse knapweed and Dalmation 

toadflax populations 15% within the first 5 years, 25% 
within IO years, and 50% within 15 years. 
Reduce the density and halt the spread of other noxious 
weed species, especially Canada thistle, by 50% within 
I5 years. 
Prevent the establishment of species on County and 
State weed lists not yet observed on the Refuge. 

Limit and control the spread and density of existing 
weed infestation. 

- 

- 

Outside the Rock Creek Reserve: 
- 

r _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - ,  . .  
.. . 

i 
/ 
1. and impact of disturbances. 

1 Objective: - 

Every 3 years survey to determine ground cover, vegetation 
density, species composition, and effectiveness of weed control 

. . '  . 
..& ... . ...... . . .... :. . ...,.. . ............... .. .. . . ,  . . .  

. .  
. %  : .  ..I I 1 Same as A with rhe.following changes: . ,  , .  ' . 'i .. 

Refuge Wide: 
- Reduce diffuse knapweed and Dalmation 
toadflax to 15%, 30%, and 60% for 5, I O  and 
15 years respectively. 
- Reduce the density and halt the spread of other 
noxious weed species, especially Canada thistle, 
by 50% within15 years. 

I I Strategies: 1 Strategies. 

Weed 
Management 

Employ an integrated pest management (IPM) approach to 
include herbicides, biological controls, grubbingihand- 
pulling, collecting tumbleweeds, and limited use of 
prescribed fire (within Rock Creek Reserve only). 

Annually map perimeters of weed infestations and treatment 
sites. 

1 
1 

Same as A, except: Add prescribed fire and managed grazing 
Refuge-wide to the list of weed management tools. 

i 
1 
1 
1 
1 
~ 

Develop comprehensive integrated pest management plan. 

Informally survey for new infestations along roadways, trail, 
restoration areas and disturbed sites. 

Establish interior fencing to collect wind dispersed weeds; bum 
along fence lines to dispose of collected weeds. 
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ALTERNATIVE C -Ecological Restorafi&i ' ALTERNATIVE D - 
> +  * > >  

Objective: 

Same as B except: 

, Revegetate 25.7 miles of unused roads and 13 stream crossings. 

_______________________________________I--~----. 

. .  
. 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I .  

., ... .... ... .... . .. ......... . . .......... .. .......... .... .. . ..... . ... .. .. . . ................. ........ .......... . ... . .. 

Objective: 

Same as B 

Strategies: 

Objective: 

Same as B excepr: 

Revegetate 24.3 miles of unused roads and 6 stream crossings. 

Strategies: 

c - _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - -  
-----------e--* 

- -  
Objective 

Same as B except 

Refuge Wide 
- Reduce diffuse knapweed and Dalmation toadflax to IO%, 15%, 
and 300% for 5, I O  and 15 years respectively 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  * 

Strategies. 

Same as A: Prescribed tire and grazing would not be a part of 
the IPM techniques. 

No informal surveys. 

No interior fencing for weed management. 
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ALTERNATIVE A - No Action ’ ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Deer and Elk 
Management 

Prairie Dog 
Management 

Species , 

Reintroduction 

gbjective: 

Allow CDOW to establish.target populations and manage 
deer and elk as needed. 

Ytrategies: 

Use culling to control populations. 

Cooperate with CDOW in monitoring and controlling 
populations. 

Monitor every 2 years to evaluate ungulate impacts on 
riparian and upland shrub communities in Preble’s habitat. 

Objective: 

Allow unlimited expansion of prairie dog populations 
outside of recognized Preble’s habitat. 

Strategies: 

Trap and relocate, or use other methods, to exclude 
prairie dogs from sensitive habitat areas. 

Do not accept prairie dogs from off-site locations. 

Objective: 

Facilitate reintroduction of native extirpated species by or in 
coordination with CDOW. 

Monitor redbelly dace and common shiner populations 
(introduced 2003) until successfully established. 

Strategies. 

Coordinate with CDOW on species release, monitoring, and 
habitat maintenance. 

Objective: 

Within 3 years, establish deer and elk population targets 
to be achieved by year 5 .  

Strategies: 

Use public hunting, culling, temporary exclosures, or hazing to 
manage populations. 

Compared to A, this alternative would have more extensive 
monitoring: 
- 
- 

Annual abundance and density counts. 
Photo monitoring to document any habitat degradation. 

Work with others to.protect movement corridors. , 

, .  
Objective: 

Limit prairie dog populations to 750 acres outside of recognized 
Preble’s habitat and xeric tallgrass habitat throughout the . 
Refuge. 

Strategies: 

Annually monitor distribution of prairie dog populations. 

Monitor for plague 

Objective: 

Same as A except: 

Within 3 years, evaluate suitability for additional reintroduction 
of native extirpated species such as sharp-tailed grouse in 
coordination with CDOW. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Prioritize species to be reintroduced. 

Strategies: 

Oversee and assist CDOW on species release, monitoring, and 
habitat maintenance. 

If suitable, complete management plan for sharp-tailed 
grouse within first 2 years. 

Annually monitor native fish in Rock Creek and introduce to 
other drainages. 



, a  

ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restorat ALTERNATIVE D - Public Use c *  ib 
.> % * \  

Objective: 
._*_____________________________________-------- 

Strategies: 

Use culling and other strategies. 

Include more extensive monitoring compared to B: 
- Seasonal ungulate counts to determine abundance, density 

and movement patterns. 
Annual survey of population size and composition, fawning 
rates and fawn survival. 

- 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
__I.__..__.____-_..__I__.--____ _____ 
Objective: 

Same as B except. 

Limit prairie dog populations to 500 acres. 

Strategies: 

Informally monitor for plague and consult with local public 
health officials. 

Objective: 

Same as B except: 

Within 5 years, remove reintroduced native fish species from 
Lindsay Pond and remove pond. Relocate fish to other drainages 
on Refuge. 

________________________________________- - - - - - -  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -  

Strategies: 

- - - -  Coordinate with and assist CDOW with species release, 
monitoring, and habitat maintenance. 

Strategies: 

Use public hunting, culling, or other strategies. 

Monitor every 3 years to evaluate ungulate impacts on riparian 
and upland shrub communities in Preble's habitat. 

Objective: 

Same as B except: , 

Limit prairie dog populations to 1.000 acres. 

Strategies: 
---------------c 

Evaluate the suitability of accepting prairie dogs from off-site 
locations. 

Same as E :  Monitor for plague 

Objective: 

Within 3 years, evaluate the suitability of reintroducing the Plains 
sharp-tailed grouse only. 

Strategies. 

* _ _ _ . . - - _ _ - - I - - - _  

..... .. .. . .......... . .... .... . .. . .. ..... .. . . ..... ..... . ... ... . .. .......... . .. . . . .. . . ... .. ....... . .... ............. . ........ .. .. .... 
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ALTERNATIXE A No Action 
* A  

Public Access 

Interpretation 

85 

Objectives: 

Guided tours limited to 300 visitors annually. 

On guided tours, provide opportunities for wildlife 
observation and photography. 

Educate visitors about the National Wildlife Refuge 
System’s mission and the Refuge. 

Strategies: 

Grant access “by arrangement only” and limit to guided 
tours. 

Develop a guideline for managing visitor access. 

Distribute a survey to measure quality of visitor experience. 

- 

Objective: 

Within 1 year, develop a fact sheet on the Refuge’s history 
and its natural and cultural resources. 

Strategies: 

Develop guides for staff who are leading tours. 

Objectives: 

Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will feel welcome, safe and 
comfortable. 

By plan’s end, visitors experience the Refuge on foot, bike and 
horse. 

In year I ,  open a trail to Lindsay Ranch. By years 5-7 open more 
trails and create baseline visitor data. 

By plan’s end, 25% of visitors appreciate Refuge stewardship and 
desire to adopt conservation ethics. 

Strategies: 

Allow self-guided public access to trails and facilities. 

Develop an outreach program. 

Develop surveys to measure’vihor experience. 

, Provide a seasonally staffed visitor contact station, overlooks, 
trails, and other facilities. Site trails (pedestrian only and multi- 
use trails for equestrian and bike use) to provide opportunities for 
wildlife observation. Allow limited off-trail use. Seasonally 
close some trails to minimize wildlife impacts. 

Use signage, staff contact, brochures, website and other means to 
inform visitors about the steps to becoming a refuge and access 
opportunities and restrictions. 

Implement volunteer programs. 

Keep surrounding communities informed about Refuge events 
and plan implementation. 

Develop an interpretive signage system and interpretive 
programs. 

, .. 

Objectives: 

Within 4 years, develop a plan outlining interpretive 
facilities/programs. 

Within IS years, implement the interpretive component of the 
Visitor Services Plan. 

Strategies: 

Work with partners to develop the interpretive component of the 
Visitor Services Plan. 

Develop programs that explore the site’s resources. 

Distribute a variety of interpretive media. 
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ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration e 

Objectives. 

Guided tours limited to 1000 visitors annually. 

On guided tours, provide opportunities for wildlife observation 
and photography. 

90% of visitors appreciate Refuge stewardship and desire to 
adopt conservation ethics. 

Srrategies: 

Same as A: guided tours “by arrangement only” 

Develop strategy to manage public use, including a survey that 
measures visitor satisfaction and use patterns. . , , . , 

Provide small scale facilities placed in previously disturbed areas 
that allow visitors to view key resources while minimizing 
impacts to wildlife. Construct a short hiking trail on existing 
roads to access the Lindsay Ranch overlook. 

Objective: 

Within 1 year, develop a fact sheet Refuge’s habitat types, 
wildlife populations, and the Service’s restoration practices. 
Build on the fact sheet to create learning other materials for 
distribution. 

Strategies: 

Develop guides for staff who are leading tours. 

Work with local educators to determine topics for simple learning 
materials. 

Objectives: 

Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will feel welcome, safe and 
comfortable. 

Beginning in year 1, visitors can experience the Refuge in a 
variety of ways. 

By year 2, determine baseline visitor use data. 

By plan’s end, 50% of visitors value Refuge stewardship; 10% 
want to adopt conservation ethics. 

Strategies. 

Same as B, except: , 

Provide a year-round staffed visitor center. 

Objecrives: 

Within 2 years, develop a plan outlining interpretive facilities and 
programs. 

Within 15 years, implement the interpretive component of the 
Visitor Services Plan. 

Strategies: 

Same as B, plus: 

Design and build (or retrofit) a Visitor Center. 

............. ................... ..... .................. ................ ................. 
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' - i  life,'Habitat, and Public Use 
Alternative) 

Environmental 
Education 

Hunting 

Recreation 
Facilities 

Objective: 

No environmental education programming. 

1 Objectives: 
I 

Within 5 years, develop an education plan for high school and 
' college students. 
# 

Within eight years, implement the education component of the 
j Visitor Services Plan. 

I Strategies 
1 

Partner with educational institutions and the Cold War Museum 

Use electronic and other media to distribute data 

Objective ~ Objectives 

No hunting Within 2 years, institute a controlled youth and/or disabled 
person's deer and/or elk hunting program Following year 3, 
consider expanding the hunting program to the general public 

Following each hunting season, assess the hunting program and 
adjust as appropriate 

95% percent of hunters will report no conflicts with other users, 
and be satisfied with their experience 

Strategies ' 
Work with the Colorado Division of Wildlife and other entities to 
develop a hunting component of the Visitor Services Plan and to 
monitor deer populations and habitat condition 

Close the refuge to others during hunting weekends and 
encourage staff to interact one-on-one with the hunters 

Develop a survey for hunters, adjacent landowners and 
surrounding communities 

Objective: Objectives: 

No recreation facility development 1 Within 1 year, develop Lindsay Ranch trail. By years 5-7 build 
75% of trails. By year 15, build all facilities including about 4 
miles of hiking trails and about 13 miles of multi-use trails. , 
Within IO years, construct a seasonally staffed contact 
station/restrooms and maintenance facilities. 

Strategies; Strategies: 
Provide portable restrooms for staff and visitor (guided tour) 
use. 

Develop a universal access trail to the Lindsay Ranch overlook 
and pedestrian only trails in the Rock Creek drainage. 

Mark trails with way finding and interpretive signs and 
seasonally close trails to protect wildlife habitats. 

Construct seasonally staffed contact station, un-staffed welcome 
kiosk, wildlife viewing blind, and portable restrooms at trailheads 
and partner to develop trail links and pedestrian crossings. 
Routinely evaluate facility impacts on wildlife. 

I 

I 

, 
' 

,... ... ............. ...... ,. ....... .. . ...... . ..... .....,, , ....... .. . ... . ......... . ................... . .. ........ . ..... . .................. .. .... ,...... ... .. . ... ................ ......... . ... . ........................... ... ................ ...... .................... 



Chapter 2: Aiternatitres 

' ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration 

1 Objective: 

j same as^ 

i 

.i 
i 

t .... ................... "" ....... - - .. - -- -. 
! , Objective: 

' '  Sanieas A. . ,  

I i Objective; 

1 Within 7 years, develop all recreational facilities. 

I 

Strategies: 

Design and construct the unpaved access, circulation, parking anc 
trail facilities. 

Develop an interpretative panel at the Rock Creek overlook, and 
post additional trail. 

Provide portable restrooms at trailheads for staff and visitor use. 

L " ____ "I .... " 

9bjectives: 

Within 3 years, develop an education plan for juniorhigh school 
and college students. 

By year 15, implement the education component of the Visitor 
Services Plan. 

Strategies. 

Same as B except: 

Construct outdoor classroom. 
- __" ,____ -- 

Objectives: 

Tame as B. 

Strategies: 

Same as A. 

Objective 

Within the first 5 years, develop all trail facilities By year 15,  
develop about 6 miles of hiking trails and about 15 miles of 
multi-use trails 

By the plan's end, enhance built trails and construct all facilities 
listed in plan 

Strategies 

Same as B, except 

Develop universal access to Rock Creek overlook 

Construct year-round staffed visitor center, un-staffed welcome 
kiosk and wildlife viewing blind 

Build outdoor classroom and added viewing facilities 
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e 

Staff Safety 

Visitor Safety 

9bjective: 

All Refuge staff will receive orientatiodtraining. 

Strategies: 

Develop orientation and first aid training that addresses key 
Refuge safety issues. 

Develop site-specific appendices to the Refuge Complex 
Safety Plan. 

Within 1 year, develop a health and safety plan to cover all 
Refuge operations 

Implement a goal of zero incident performance 

9bjective: 

Brief 100% percent of visitors on the site's history. 

Strategies: 

lnclude safety related questions in the visitor survey, and 
adjust safety program using results. 

Objective: 

Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will be aware that'the Refuge is 
safe and open for public access before they arrive. Upon arrival, 
these visitors will be informed of public use opportunities and 
restrictions. 

Brief all participants in guided programs about site history 

Slrategiest 

Provide maps and interpretive signage with restriction 
information at all access points/trailheads. 

Help potential users understand site restrictions and public use 
opportunities through a diversity of media. 

Provide information to map/ tour book publishers. 

Survey visitors to check success of safety program. 

, 

Maintain law enforcement and ensure employees can educate 
visitors on safety issues. 

Measure program success by a reduction in visitors who violate 

, 
I 

I 

safety rules. ! 



\ * \  , r  % > < -  

, ALTERNATIVE C -Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D - Public Use 
* \ I  

1 Strategies: 

- w " " - - * - " - - - - - - p .  

......... ................ . .................. . .. . .... 

Objective: 

Tame as B. 

Strategies: 

Tame as B. 
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LTE ldlye, Habitat, and Pu > &  

Outreach 

Emergency 

Conservatioi 

3bjective: 

Disseminate information collected on the Refuge through a 
fact sheet mailed upon request. 

itrategies: 

Distribute fact sheet upon request. 

3bjective: 

Within 1 year, create emergency response agreements with 
relevant patties. 

Strategies: 

Meet annually, or as often as needed, to coordinate fire and 
emergency response plans. 

Coordinate all prescribed burning and other restoration 
practices with all nearby agencies. 

....................... ................................................................................. 

Dbjective: 

Within 1 year, develop a management agreement with the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 

Maintain open dialogue with adjacent entities. 

Strategies: 

Seek input of Colorado Department of Wildlife on wildlife 
management strategies. 

Work closely with surrounding landowners, open space and 
natural resource entities. 

Objective: 

Within 5 years, implement 4 methods of informing the public. 

Strategies: 

Reach out to local communities and recruit participants. 

Measure diversity of groups attending outreach events. 

Utilize a variety of outreach communication methods. 

Take part in stewardship programs and local meetings. 

Objective: 

Meet annually (at minimum) with local entities to address 
conservation issues. 

Strategies: 

Work closely with surrounding open space and natural resource 
entities. 

Use volunteers to help with conservation activities. 

Partner to maintain wildlife corridors for wildlife that migrate 
seasonally to and from the Refuge 

............ 
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,\ 

-* $ 
" ALTERNATIVE D -Public Use ' 

1 

' ALTERNATIVE C,- Ecological RestGat ' ' 0 *, I 

9 Use volunteers to help with conservation and public use 
I activities. 

. ). I _. - - _. ..... - - _. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - ._ - - -. .. - - - - .. - - - . - I I I - . 

.............. ...................................... .- .......... 
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Research 

. .  

Volunteers 

Staffing 

7bjective: ' Objective: 

Maintain agreements with university and federal agencies 
for radionuclide research. I evaluate proposals for such research. 

Make a list of habitat, wildlife and public use research needs; 

itrategies: i Strategies: 

Establish criteria to evaluate research proposals. -_________-_-- -_-_-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

Emphasize research with implications for the Refuge 

Partner with other for research funding and resources 

Within 3 years, create-ayol 
, , . . . . , .. .~.. , ill. 

1 Strategies: 

Define volunteer opportunities, and recruit volunteers from horse 
and bike groups to help maintain trails. 

Work to establish a Refuge "Friends" group. 

7bjective: 

Within 2 years, fund two employees and assign collateral 
duties for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. 

Fund two full-time and two seasonal employees from fire 
management funding. 

itrategies: 

Follow Service protocols hiring of FTEs. 

Objective: 

Within 2 years, fund four employees and assign collateral duties 
for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years add 1 
additional employee. 

Strategies: 

.. - . ... .. ... ._ .. ... - .. ... .. _. - .. ... .. ... ._ - ._ - ... ... .. - .. - -. .. ... .- - - - - - - - .. .. ... .. ... .. ... - - . 
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ALTERNATIVE C - Ecologic I Re&oration ALTERNATIV 1 ,  

Objective: 

Strategies: 

.. Ci:. . . . .  1,.. . 

objective: 

Within 2 years, fund five employees and assign collateral duties 
for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years, add two 
additional employees 

..-.-..I " _______.____.____ 

Strategies: 

Objective: 

Strategies: 

. - .~ . . .... - -. -. __ . . . . . 

Objytive:. . .. ;'.!... . 
Sameas,B.:. ' . _,.. '* , , 

Strategies: 

SanieasB. . . . , , 

, , .  . .  
. .  . . . . . L . . 

Objective: 

Within 2 years, fund 6 employees and assign collateral duties for 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years add 2 additional 
employees. 

Strategies: 

97 
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ERNATIVE B - Wildl$e, Habitat, and Public Use 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Operation and 
Management 

Facilities 

Cultural 
Resource 

Management 

Objective: 

Develop facilities to support maintenance, conservation and 
administrative activities. 

Maintain the existing stock fence. 

Strategies: 

Submit proposals to the Refuge Operations Needs System 
and Maintenance Management System. 

Renovate existing vehicle search buildings to serve as a 
small'offce space'and to hojse refuge operations. ' 

.Prep,are'a.firk cache.,and install necessaj  water storage 
systems hnd coordinate equipment sharing with RMA staff. 

Attach boundary signage to the perimeter fence and install 
roadside signs along the site boundary in order to announce 
the Refuge's presence. 

, .: , 
. ' . :  . .  . .  . , I  : , I  . . .  

Objective: 

Develop a cultural resource preservation plan. 

Stabilize the Lindsay Ranch barn 

Strategies: 

Maintain an inventory of all cultural resources and. 

Pursue partnerships to fund barn stabilization and fence 
andor take down the Lindsay Ranch house to prevent a 
safety hazard. 

Survey burned areas for cultural artifacts 

Objective: 

Within 5 years, develop 50% of O&M facilities needed to 
support public use and conservation objectives. By year IO, 
complete all O&M facilities. 

Renovate existing vehicle search buildings and provide additional 
administrative ofices for Refuge employees within the, contact. . .:.. :;. . .  .. . . . station. , . .  , .  

.. ., . . .  . . . , ' %  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - ^ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - -  

. . . . .  . .  .. . . ,  ., 

Construct a small maintenance/storage facility (approximately 
1750 - 2250 square feet). 

~ " 

Stabilize and interpret the Lindsay Ranch barn. 

Strategies: 

' Work with interested parties to interpret the story of 
homesteading at Rocky Flats. 

I ,. .' , ,. ... , .  . 
. .  . .  

, .  , , , . , ~  
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Objective: 

Within 3 years, develop a satellite maintenance facility to suppoi 
refuge operations. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Renovate existing vehicle search buildings evaluate t6e costs ani 
; availability of leasing nearby office space for Refuge employees 

. I  

------__--------_I--__^II_______________------- 

II.i * '  . . . . . .  

Objective. 

...................................................... 

' Remove Ranch structures and restore the area to native 
vegetation. 

Srrategies: 

Restore stream crossings and re-vegetate roads within the 
Lindsay Ranch site 

Restore vegetation to pre-settlement conditions. 

Objecrrve 

Within 5 years, develop 75% of O&M facilities needed to 
support public use and conservation objectives. By year IO, 
complete all O&M facilities. 

- - *  "-I_-" .--- 

Straregres 

. 'Renovate existing vehicle search buildings and provide additic 
administrative'offces for,Refuge employees within.the visitor 
center. 

, .  . .  . .  - - _ - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - -  
. . .  . . . . . . . . .  - 9  

Construct a maintenance/stonge facility (approximately 2500 
3000 square feet). 

_.______.______"______.__.__I__" . ... 

Objective: 

c 

Stabilize and interpret Lindsay Ranch barn 

Strategies: 

Same as B. 
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Chapter 3. 

Beneath the Arapahoe Formation lies the Laramie 
Formation, composed of 600 to  800 feet of silty t o  
clayey sandstones, clayey siltstones and claystones. 
The Laramie Formation is underlain by the Fox Hi l ls  
Sandstone and Pierre Shale. 

3.1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the environmental resources a t  
Rocky Flats that may be affected by the proposed 
CCP alternatives described in Chapter 2. As  
discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, DOE wil l  retain 
primaryjurisdict ion over an area in the center of the 
Refuae that encomDasses the former Industrial Area h 
and any cleanup, closure and monitoring facilities. 
The resource descriptions and acreage 
measurements in this chapter encompass the entire 
Rocky Flats site and do not distinguish between 
Refuge lands and land that wi l l  be retained by DOE 
for long-term monitoring. . 

3.2. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The 6,240-acre Rocky Flats site is a t  the interface of 
the Great P.lains and Rocky Mountains, about 2 miles 
east of the foothill escarpment in Jefferson County, 
Colorado. Site elevation ranges from 5,500 feet in the 
southeastern corner to 6,200 feet near the current west 
entrance gate. The western half of the site is 
characterized by the relatively f lat Rocky Flats 
pediment, which gives way to several finger-like 
drainages that slope down to  the rolling plains in the 
eastern portion of the site. 

SURFICIAL AND BEDROCK GEOLOGY 

Geologic units a t  the Rocky Flats site range from 
unconsolidated surficial deposits to  various bedrock 
layers. Surficial deposits in the western portions of the 
site are characterized by the Rocky Flats Alluvium, 
clayey and sandy gravels up to  100 feet thick (Figure 
12). The steeper slopes below the Rocky Flats 
Alluvium in the central portion of the site generally 
consist of landslide deposits. Surficial deposits in the 
eastern portion of the site consist of colluvium 3 to  15 
feet thick and terrace alluvium 10 to 20 feet thick 
(Shroba and Carrara 1996). 

The Rocky Flats Alluvium is underlain by the Arapahoe 
Formation, composed of sandstones, siltstones and 
claystones that range from 0 to  50 feet thick. In several 
locations, springs emerge at the contact of the Rocky 
Flats Alluvium and the Arapahoe Formation. These 
springs support the tall upland shrubland community 
described in the Vegetation Communities section. 

The gravelly soils of Rocky Flats have been mked 
for decades. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

Landslides and landslide deposits are common 
along the steep hillsides and incised drainages a t  
the base o f  the Rocky Flats Alluvium escarpment. 
These deposits occur in areas where bedrock layers 
such as the Arapahoe Formation are capped by 
unconsolidated gravel formations such as the Rocky 
Flats Alluvium. While most of the landslide 
deposits are of Pleistocene origin, some, especially 
.those in the Rock Creek drainage, are likely more 
recent. Many landslide areas have high swell 
potential and are subject to sheet wash and soil 
creep (Shroba and Carrara 1996). 

Seven geologic fault lines have been identified a t  Rocky 
Flats, including a northeast-trending reverse fault that  
extends across the western part  of the Industrial Area. 
These faults are not believed to  be a concern associated 
with current or future human activities o r  facilities a t  
the site (DOE 1997). 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

The Rocky Flats Alluvium is believed t o  be the only 
mineral resource feasible for development a t  the 
Refuge. Historically, uranium, coal, oil and natural gas 
have been extracted near the Rocky Flats site. None of 
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these mineral resources, however, appear to  be feasible 
for development (DOE 1997). Mining rights and 
permits at the site are described in the Infrastructzwe, 
Easements and Utilities section. 

SOILS 

The soils a t  the site formed from alluvium (stream 
deposited), colluvium (gravity deposited), o r  residuum 
(exposed bedrock material). Soils in the western half of 
the site formed from alluvium, while those in the eastern 
half of the site formed from colluvium and residuum. 

Soils in the western half o f  the site are primari ly the 
Flatirons and Nederland soils that formed in the Rocky 
Flats Alluvium (Figure 13). Flatirons soils consist of 
very cobbly to  very stony loamy surface soils and 
clayey subsoils. These soils are deep and well drained. 
Flatirons soils are located on western pediments and 
ridgetops, as well as the upper portions of hillsides. 
Nederland soils have very cobbly loamy surface and 
subsoils. They are deep and well drained. Nederland 
soils are located on steeper hillsides and valley slopes 
in the western portion of Rocky Flats. 

Soils in the eastern portion of the site consist primari ly 
of Denver, Kutch, Midway, Valmont, Haverson and 
Nunn soils. The Denver-Kutch-Midway complex 
consists o f  soils wi th loamy surfaces and clayey 
subsoils. The Denver soils are deep and well drained, 
the Kutch soils are moderately deep and well drained, 
while Midway soils are shallow and well drained. The 
Denver-Kutch-Midway complex is the dominant soil 
map unit in the eastern portion of Rocky Flats, 
although it also occurs in the western half along 
hillsides. Denver and Kutch soils are found on side 
slopes and the Midway soils occur on steeper slopes. 
Valmont soils consist of deep, well-drained soils wi th 
loamy surface soils and loamy to  clayey subsoils. This 
soil type is found in the northeast corner of Rocky 
Flats on the eastward extension o f  the Rock 
CreekNValnut Creek drainage divide. Haverson soils 
are loamy soils located in floodplains o r  low terraces. 
Nunn soils consist of deep, well-drained soils on lower 
slopes adjacent to drainage bottoms. They have loamy 
surface soils and loamy to  clayey subsoils. 

1997). The 903 Pad is an  area where industrial oil 
mixed with plutonium was stored in steel drums from 
1958 to  1968. This mixture leaked onto the soils in the 
storage area, and these contaminated soils were 
subsequently blown by the wind and deposited to  the 
east and southeast. In 1968, the storage area was 
capped with asphalt to  prevent further release of 
contaminated soils. Because the area near the 903 Pad 
has plutonium concentrations greater than 50 pCi/g, 
DOE plans t o  remove all surface soils w i th  a plutonium 
concentration greater than 50 pCi/g (as well as some 
other areas) and replace them with uncontaminated 
soils. I t  is anticipated that DOE wil l  retainjurisdiction 
over the area, which wil l  not  be open for public use. 

Refuge L a d .  
1 ... 

Exist ing concentrations of plutonium, .the. primary 
I contaminant found in soils outside the D O E  retained 

area, are very low (less than .7 pCi/g) in. the surface 
soils in the lands t o  be transferred to  the Service. 
Most of the Refuge surface soils have a plutonium 
concentration less than 1 pCi/g (Figure 4). As 
discussed in Chapter 1, D O E  is anticipating retaining 
management responsibility for  all lands with surface 
soils having a plutonium concentration more than 
approximately 7 pCi/g, in order to  minimize the 
potential for erosion and surface water impacts (Figure 
4). Some surface soils south o f  the east entrance road 
have a plutonium concentration between 1 and 7 pCi/g 
(Figure 4). Because plutonium was distributed east o f  
the 903 Pad by wind, and because of the environmental 
characteristics of plutonium, elevated plutonium 
concentrations are limited to surface soils on the 
Refuge, and are not present in subsurface soils. 

The DOE does not anticipate transferring any lands for 
use as a refuge that would require additional safety 
requirements for either the refuge worker o r  the visitor. 
Lands that would require use restrictions will not be 
transferred to the Service for the Refuge. The r isk 
assessment efforts that resulted in the 50 pci /g cleanup 
action level were inclusive of Refuge management 
activities such as t ra i l  building, fence construction and 
maintenance, visitor use, and prescribed f ire and were 
designed to  be safe for the Refuge worker, Refuge 
visitors, including children, and the greater community. 

.. . . .. 

SOIL CONTAMINATION 
3.3. WATER RESOURCES 

DOE Retained Area 

Elevated concentrations of plutonium and americium 
are currently found in the eastern portion of the site. 
Concentrations are highest within the DOE retained 
area, adjacent to an area known as the 903 Pad (DOE 

SURFACE WATER 

Three drainages originate on or  near Rocky Flats: 
Rock Creek, Walnut Creek, and Woman Creek (Figure 
14). Stream levels fluctuate depending on the season 

, .  . , . .  
. I . .  .. 
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and amount of precipitation. Most streamflow is 
controlled by ground water discharge; streamflow is 
higher when ground water levels are higher, such as in 
the spring. Surface sheet flow is only a significant 
contributor to  stream flows during high precipitation 
events (Kaiser-Hill 2002b). 

I 

Draimges such as Rock Creek are a promnhaent feature 
of the Refuge. 

There are currently 16 ponds on the Rocky Flats site, 12 
of which are within the area that will be retained by 
DOE. The others are the two Lindsay Ponds on Rock 
Creek and ponds D-1 and D-2 on the Smart Ditch. 

Rock Creek 

The Rock Creek basin drains the northwest portion of 
the site. This drainage has a relatively f lat headwater 
area t o  the west and steep gullies and channels t o  the 
east where it cuts below the Rocky Flats Alluvium into 
bedrock formations. Rock Creek is hydrologically 
isolated from the rest of the site and receives no water 
from the Industrial Area. Surface water generally 
originates from precipitation and shallow ground water 
discharge. Rock Creek continues off-site to  the 
northeast, where i t jo ins  Coal Creek in the Boulder 
Creek basin (DOE 1997). 

the "A" series ponds. South Walnut Creek begins in the 
Industrial Area and collects discharge from the Rocky 
Flats Wastewater Treatment Plant before flowing 
through the "B" series ponds. The three branches 
converge near the eastern Rocky Flats boundary 
before flowing off-site to  the east. Walnut Creek is 
typically dry during most of the year. 

Woman Creek 

The Woman Creek basin drains the southern portion of 
the Rocky Flats site. The Woman Creek drainage 
consists o f  two major branches that begin off of the 
Rocky Flats site t o  the southwest. The main stem of 
Woman Creek flows across the site, passing south of 
the Industrial Area'and flowing thro.ugh the c-1 pond. 
The Mower Ditch'diverts most of the. Woman Creek 

. . _. ,<:;,;+ .;! ? " I  . . i .  . :. .I , .d1 > 

Typically, Woman,Creek has no'stieamfIow'.iri late. 
spring and summer. .All surface flows are lost to.:' 'i:; , 

ground water in the warmer months. In the winter, 
most of the baseflow is f rom Antelope Springs. 
Woman Creek is largely unaffected by pond releases 
(pond C-2 is discharged about once a year, wi th a, 
release o f  38 acre-feet). 

Big D y  Creek 

A small portion o f  Rocky Flats near its southern 
boundary lies within the B ig  Dry Creek drainage, 
although the creek itself does not flow onto the site. Big 
Dry Creek flows into Standley Lake about 1 mile east 
of Indiana Street. 

Ditches 

flow into Mower, Reservoir, east of$ocky Flats. c ' . . .  

) .  - / . . . : .  

: . 

Besides the three principal drainages, several ditches 
cross the site. The South Interceptor Ditch currently 
collects runoff f rom south of the Industrial Area, which 
channels surface runoff into the C-2 pond. The Smart 
Di tch originates a t  Rocky Flats Lake to  the southwest 
of the site, enters Rocky Flats and flows through the 
South Woman Creek drainage for almost 2 miles before 
splitting of f  toward Standley Lake to  the southeast. 
The Mower Ditch diverts most of Woman Creek 
toward Mower Reservoir to  the east. The Upper 
Church Ditch enters Rocky Flats f rom the west and 
traverses the Rock CreekNValnut Creek drainage 
divide until it exits the site in the northeast corner. The 
McKay Ditch runs from the west side of the Industrial 
Area into the Walnut Creek drainage. The Kinnear 
Ditch diverts water f rom Coal Creek west of Rocky 
Flats and conveys it to  the Woman Creek channel 
(Advanced Sciences 1991). 

Walnut Creek 

Walnut Creek consists of three tributaries that drain 
the central portion of the site, including most of the 
Industrial Area. The northernmost branch, N o  Name 
Gulch, begins at the outfall o f  the East Landfill Pond. 
The central branch, Nor th  Walnut Creek, begins a t  the 
northern edge o f  the Industrial Area and flows through 



Szwj7ace water is stored in sinull poiids in i n u q  places oii the Refuge. 

Standley Lake is a large water supply reservoir that 
serves nearby communities. It is located about 1 mile 
southeast of Rocky Flats on the mainstem of Big Dry 
Creek (Figure 14). Upstream of Standley Lake jus t  
east of the Rocky Flats site, the Woman Creek 
Reservoir was constructed to  intercept any Woman 
Creek flows that are not diverted through the Mower 
Ditch. This reservoir is intended to protect water 
quality in Standley Lake. Mower Reservoir is located 
north of Woman Creek Reservoir on the east side of 
Indiana Street and receives Woman Creek water 
through the Mower Ditch. 

Immediately east of the site lies Great Western 
Reservoir, owned by the City and County o f  
Broomfield and used for irrigation. Rocky Flats Lake 
lies to the south and west of the site on land owned by 
the State of Colorado. Rocky Flats Lake provides 
water to the Smart Ditch, which runs across the 
southern end of the site toward the D-2 pond and 
eventually, into Standley Lake. 

GROUND WATER 

Hydrogeology at the Rocky Flats site is characterized 
by three distinct units: the upper alluvial aquifer, lower 
aquitard, and the Laramie-Fox Hil ls aquifer. A n  aquifer 

is a geologic formation that has sufficient permeability 
t o  store andlor convey water. An aquitard is a confining 
layer wi th low permeability that can store of water but 
does not allow water to  readily pass through it. 

The upper alluvial aquifer is comprised of the 
unconsolidated materials that  can be as much as 100 
feet thick in the western portions of Rocky Flats. This 
aquifer is generally recharged from precipitation or  
surface water. Ground water in the unconsolidated 
alluvial aquifer is generally close to  the land surface, 
wi th an average depth of 11 feet below ground surface. 

Several springs have emerged in areas where the 
contact of the upper aquifer and the lower aquitard is 
exposed a t  the surface. While most of these springs 
occur within the Rock Creek drainage, Antelope 
Springs in the Woman Creek drainage has the largest 
discharge a t  the site. Antelope Springs discharges 
continuously over several acres. 

The lower aquitard is composed of the deeper 
claystones and siltstones of the Laramie and Arapahoe 
Formations. Combined, these formations combined are 
up t o  800 feet thick below Rocky Flats. Recharge of the 
lower aquitard occurs f rom downward flow through the 
upper aquifer, o r  directly through precipitation in areas 
where the bedrock is exposed. Beneath the aquitard 
lies the regional Laramie-Fox Hi l ls  aquifer. It is 

. . .  . . .  
.I . '  , . . .  . .  

3 : .  .. . 

4 08 



Chapter 3: Affected E ~ v i r ~ n ~ e n l  

composed of the lower sandstone unit of the Laramie 
Formation and the Fox Hi l ls  Sandstone and is confined 
by the overlying aquitard. Ground water levels in the 
bedrock aquifers are generally greater than 100 feet 
(DOE 1997). 

Several portions of the upper alluvial aquifer east and 
northeast of the Industrial Area are known o r  
suspected of being contaminated with radionuclides, 
volatile organic compounds, and metals. The aquitard is 
less contaminated than the upper alluvial aquifer. No 
contaminant plumes have been identified in the 
aquitard. The Laramie-Fox Hi l ls  aquifer beneath the 
site is unlikely to  be contaminated ( I A T T F  1998). 

FUTURE HYDROLOGICAL CONDITIONS I . .  - i . .  . .  . ' . . .  . ., , 
,, . , , .  ' .  i. 

During site closure, D O E  wil1,remove-the buildings, 
pavement. and some of the,subsurface utilities (to a 
depth of 3 feet) f rom the Industrial Area and grade and 
revegetate,the,area; Subsurface utilities below 3 feet 
deep will b e  assessed individually and may be left  in 
place. Landfill areas will be covered and also wil l  be 
regraded. These changes wil l  affect the surface and 
ground water hydrology of the site. The following 
changes that will alter the hydrology of the Rocky 
Flats site are expected to  occur (Kaiser-Hill 2002b): 

No more water wi l l  be imported to the site 

Two channels in the Industrial Area wil l  
route water to  the A- and B-series ponds 

Treatment plant discharge t o  pond B-3 wil l  
be discontinued 

The upper reach of the South Interceptor 
Ditch will be removed 

Subsurface drains in the Industrial Area wil l  
be removed down to  3 feet 

Subsurface utilities within 3 feet of surface 
will be removed and the area wil l  be 
backfilled wi th Rocky Flats Alluvium, 
changing the hydraulic conductivity o f  the 
subsurface in the Industrial Area 

Pavement and buildings wil l  be removed in 
the Industrial Area (some basement slabs 
and walls wi l l  be left  in place) 

The Industrial Area and landfill areas wil l  be 
regraded to  match adjacent topography and 
the sites wil l  be vegetated 

Expected changes in streamflow in Walnut and Woman 
creeks are discussed in the following sections. Flow in 
Rock Creek wil l  not  be affected. These changes will 
occur during site cleanup and closure before Refuge 
establishment. Any potential impacts f rom these 
changes wil l  occur while the site is under the DOE'S 

jurisdict ion and are outside o f  the scope of this 
CCPlE IS. 

Walnut Creek 

Walnut Creek flows wil l  change due to  the elimination 
of waste water treatment plant discharge t o  the creek, 
the removal of impervious areas in the Industrial Area, ': ,' ,. 

s .. 
and the elimination o f  storm water drain discharges in . . . .  

the Industrial Area. Terminal pond,(A:4.:and-.,B;:5) , .~ ,:.,. .̂, ' . ,  

dischatges wil l  decrease and Walnut Creek flows wil l  . ., I . .  

Creek.east of the Industrial Area is estimated. . .  . .  . 

90% of its annual flow (Kaiser-Hill:~2002b)& 

Woman Creek .. . 

Changes in the flow of Woman Creek wil l 'be ' ' 

insignificant, except for  the area south of the Original 
Landfi l l  where flows may decrease due to  the possible 
use of covers and s lu r ry  walls a t  the landfill site. 
Drainage to the South Interceptor Ditch and baseflow 
within the ditch would decrease because storm water 
flows from the Industrial Area wi l l  be significantly 
reduced. Changes in ditch flows, however, are not 
likely t o  affect Woman Creek flows because water 
f rom the ditch is detained in pond C-2 and the ditch 
supplies less than 10% of  the flow of Woman Creek a t  
the east boundary. 

. .  
-. . _  .... 

be dominated by pond discharge,operations and a i y  
pond routing o r  structural modifications::South!Walnut ',' 

. . I  . . * . .  . . .  . . .  
. .  . . 
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3.4. VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

A diverse mosaic o f  vegetation communities is found a t  
Rocky Flats (Table 7). Two of these vegetation 
communities, the xeric tallgrass grassland and the tall 
upland shrubland, are considered to  be rare in the 
region. Other significant vegetation communities 
include the riparian woodland, riparian shrubland, 
wetlands, mesic mixed grassland, xeric needle and 
thread grassland, reclaimed mixed grassland and 
ponderosa pine woodland (Figure 15). 

Vegetation communities a t  Rocky Flats have been 
grouped into Resource Management Zones. These 
zones generalize the Refuge into three categories wi th 
similar wildlife habitat attributes and management 
requirements. The three management zones are Xeric 
Tallgrass Grassland, Wetlands and Riparian Corridors, 
and Mixed Prair ie Grasslands. 
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Vegetation Community AUW 

Table 7. Vegetation Communities at R e  Flats 

Vegetation Community 

Grasslands 
Xeric Tallgrass Grassland 
Mesic Mixed Grassland 
Xeric Needle and Thread Grassland 
Reclaimed Mixed Grassland 
Short Grassland 

Shrublands 
Tall Upland Shrubland 
Riparian Shrubland 
Other Shrubland 

1,568 
2,199 

187 
640 

10 

Other 
Disturbed and Developed Areas 

I I '  
. .  lbtal , , I :  ~ . I . . , .' ' - ' ;~  ;:.' ' , . , 2 :  , , . ' 

34 
41 
70 

Woodlaiuls 
Riparian Woodland 
Ponderosa Pine Woodland 

Wetlands 
Tall Marsh Wetland 
Short Marsh Wetland 
Wet Meadow 
Open WaterlMudflats 

AcreS 

28 
9 

31 
121 
254 

51 

997 

6,240 

:;.t 
. . I  ." , ' .. ' . . , . .  .:. , * . ; <!., :. I. . '  

, : / I  ,, , . .  . ., . .. . 
. . :...,. 

, .  . : . , .  . 

* ..: :.: . XERIC TALLG.$~ Gwsswp~~ M~NAC -: ., '. , .Covering 1,568,'acres. it contains several diffeceqt 
.. , . , , , ' plant associations that include'combinations of big . I' 

.:, . . . .  ~ .. . -. .bluestem, little bluestem, mountain muhly,.sun sedge, . .  
,>.. XericTallgrasa Graaahnd . ~ ,  , 

,.,,. 1 :  Fendler's sandwort and Porter's aster. Other tallgrass 
prairie species include Indian-grass, prairie dropseed, 
switchgrass, and needle-and-thread grass. Species 
richness is high; 285 species have been recorded 
within the xeric tallgrass community a t  Rocky Flats, 

. . I  . - " of which about 80% are native. Differences in species 
comDosition are attributable t o  annual variations in 

' 

This rare plant community is found on the rocky ,. 
plains in the western portions o f  the site, extending 
eastward along several finger-like ridgelines. , ' 

F 

Big bluestenz witlLin the xeric tnllgrms grassland. 

climate and precipitation (Kaiser-Hill 2002~). 

The xeric tallgrass grassland is found primari ly on 
Flatirons and Nederland soils and is believed to be a 
relict once connected to  the tallgrass prairie hundreds 
of miles to  the east (Nelson 2003; Essington e t  at. 1996). 

The Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) has 
found that much of the xeric tallgrass grasslands along 
the Colorado Front Range has been disturbed by urban 
development and agricultural conversion over the last 
century. In addition, aggressive weed species such as 
cheatgrass, Japanese brome and diffuse knapweed have 
degraded many areas of this community throughout the 
region (Essington e t  al. 1996). The C N H P  believes that 
the xeric tallgrass grassland community exists in fewer 
than 20 places globally and that Rocky Flats has the 
largest example of this community remaining in 
Colorado and perhaps Nor th  America. The C N H P  
ranks this community as imperiled within the state 
(Essington e t  at. 1996). 

The xeric tallgrass grassland community is comprised of 
several sub-communities (Nelson 2003). One of these 
sub-communities was identified by ESCO during a five- 
year evaluation of bluestem-dominated grasslands in 
the Rocky Flats area. This study found that the major 
distinguishing feature o f  what ESCO calls the rare 



“Rocky Flats Bluestem Grassland” community is the 
abundance of big bluestem with l i t t le bluestem, 
mountain muhly and Porter’s aster. While big and l i t t le 
bluestem are characteristic o f  Midwestern tallgrass 
prairies, mountain muhly and Porter‘s aster are 
characteristic of mountain environments. This unusual 
combination of mountain and plains grassland species 
in a consistent and recurring pattern across the Rocky 
Fiats alluvial surface, along with evidence of 
exceptional stability, makes this vegetation community 
a rare, if not unique, resource (ESCO 2002). 

I n  2001, high winds deposited several inches of sand on 
xeric tallgrass grassland.areas.adjacent to  existing 
gravel mines in the northwest corner of the Refuge. 

’ .  : :This.sand.buried most of the native vegetation and was, 
’ 

,soon colonized by sunflower, a native annual weedy 
species;’as well as noxious,weeds su,ch as’diffuse ’ I~ ’ ’ 

. I’ ‘.‘knapweed, Russian”thistle’and’kochia.’This area may 
management and possible 
ish the native vegetativecover’ 

’ 

s.:. \.,..:;. I 

WETLAND AND RIPARIAN CORRIDORS 
MANAGEMENT ‘ZONE 

Riparian Woodland 

The riparian woodland Community is characterized by 
a diverse mixture o f  plains cottonwood, peachleaf 
willow, Siberian elm and coyote willow, wi th an 
understory of various shrubs such as leadplant and 
snowberry. Covering 28 acres, it is found primari ly 
along the drainage bottoms of Rocky Flats, wi th the 
most significant stand occurring in the Rock Creek 
drainage (Kaiser-Hili 1997; P T I  1997; Essington e t  al. 
1996). 

The most significant threat to the riparian woodland 
community is f rom exotic species such as Siberian elm, 
Canada thistle, musk thistle, smooth brome and 
Kentucky bluegrass. Preservation of this woodland 
community depends on the preservation of associated 
streamflow (PTI 1997; Essington e t  al. 1996). 

Riparian Shrubland 

Riparian shrubland forms extensive, dense thickets 
of shrubs along the stream bottoms. This 
community covers 41 acres throughout the Rocky 
Flats site. It is dominated by narrowleaf willow, 
coyote willow, o r  indigo bush and generally has an 
understory consisting of leadplant, Baltic rush and 

1 .  

IC 7 

Cottonwood full foliuge w i t h  the n>in.riun woodluvLd. 
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various sedges (Kett ler e t  al. 1994; U S A C E  1994; 
Kaiser-Hill 1997). 

Tall Upland Shrubland 

Tall upland shrubland occurs on 34 acres of north- 
facing slopes above seeps and along streams, 
primarily within the Rock Creek drainage. The tall 
upland shrubland consists of a rare association o f  
hawthorn, chokecherry and occasionally wi ld plum. 
This shrubland is associated with ground water seeps 
that form a t  the contact of the Rocky Flats Alluvium 
and the underlying, relatively impermeable Arapahoe 
Formation. The herbaceous understory contains a 
number of species that are restricted to  the cool, 
shaded microhabitat provided by the canopy. 
Understory species include Fendler waterleaf, I 

spreading sweetroot, anise root, carrionflower 
greenbriar, fragile fern, Colorado violet, Rydberg's [ 

violet and northern bedstraw. Although the tall 
upland shrubland represents less than 1% of the total 

, 

. .. 
area of Rocky Flats, it contains 55% of  the plant 
species on the site (DOE/Service 2001). This 

' shrubland community is believed to  be rare and may 
not occur anywhere else (DOE/Service 2001; Essington 
e t  al. 1996). 

ouler Shrubland 

Other shrubland communities include short upland 
shrubland and savannah shrubland, covering 70 acres 
primari ly in the Rock Creek drainage. Short upland 
shrubland is characterized by stands of snowberry and 
occasional Wood's.rose and is often found in association 
wi th wet meadows and other wetland or  riparian 
communities. Savanna shrubland occurs in dryer areas 
where scattered shrubs are interspersed with 
grasslands. Three-leaf sumac is the predominant shrub 
in this community (Kaiser-Hill 1997). 

Wetland Communities 

Wetland communities cover 406 acres of the Rocky 
Flats site and play an important role in sustaining the 
diverse vegetation and habitat types found on the site. 
The most significant wetland complexes at Rocky Flats 
are the seep-fed wetlands along the hillsides of the 
Rock Creek drainage and the Antelope Springs 
complex in the Woman Creek drainage. These wetlands 
are significant because they have the largest 
contiguous areas and the most complex plant 
associations (PTI 1997). 

Three wetland types, tall marsh, short marsh and wet 
meadow, are found a t  the site. These wetland types 
occur in streamside areas along the valley floors and 

W&mds  and open water provide waterfowl habitat. 

near the seeps and springs that occur along many of 
the hillsides. Each wetland type is described below. 

Tall Marsh Wetland 
Tall marsh wetlands generally occur along ponds, 
ditches and in persistently saturated seeps. Covering 
31 acres of the site, these wetlands are dominated by 
cattails, bulrushes and associated forbs such as 
watercress, showy milkweed, swamp milkweed and 
Canada thistle (a noxious weed). Antelope Springs in 
the Woman Creek drainage is the best example of a 
saturated slope wetland and tal l  marsh community a t  
Rocky Flats (Figure 15). 

Short Marsh Wetland 
Covering 121 acres, this wetland type is commonly 
associated with seasonally inundated or  saturated 
areas, such as hillside seeps. Prevalent species include 
Nebraska sedge, Baltic rush and spike rush as well as 
forbs such as watercress and speedwell. 

We t  Meadow Wetland 
These seasonally saturated wetlands occupy 254 acres 
on the perimeter of saturated wetlands and contain 
elements o f  both the short marsh wetland and upland 
mixed grassland communities. Prevalent species 
include redtop, prairie cordgrass and solid stands of 
Canada bluegrass and western wheatgrass. Other 
species commonly found in this community include 
common milkweed, wi ld iris, Canada thistle, dock and 
occasionally arnica (Nelson 2003). 

8.i 

. .. 

144 
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, I .  

MIXED PRAIRIE GRASSLANDS MANAGEMENT ZONE 

The mesic mixed grassland community is the largest 
vegetation community a t  Rocky Flats, covering 2,199 
acres across the broad ridges, hillsides and valley floors 
throughout the site and the rol l ing plains in the eastern 
portions of Rocky Flats (Figure 15). This community is 
characterized by western wheatgrass, blue grama, 
side-oats grama, prairie junegrass, Canada bluegrass, 
Kentucky bluegrass, green needlegrass and little 
bluestem. This grassland occurs on clay loam soils 
having relatively higher soil moisture content than 
other upland areas. The higher moisture results,from 
subirrigation f rom the coarse,,alluvial soils, snow.; . . 

accumulation, ana:protection f rom wind (DOE 1997). 
, The mesic mixed'grassland i&very important to;wildlife . . .  , ^ .  

species including grassland 'birds, small mammals and 
' larger mammals such as mule deer. r i, ' , I ,  

"The quality of mesic mixed grassland varies 

. .  

I . ,  

' . j j .  . . , . :  I . . .  .. .: . . '..., . ' , I  1 

. 
considerably across the site. In the western parts of the 
site, this community has been .degraded by diffuse 
knapweed, while some areas in the eastern portion o f  
the site have been degraded by weed species such as 
Japanese brome, alyssum and musk thistle (PTI 1997). 

Xeric Needle and Thread Orassland 

Several patches of xeric grassland dominated by 
needle-and-thread grass occur in the eastern half of 
Rocky Flats. These patches cover 187 acres. Other 
dominant grass species include New Mexico 
feathergrass, Canada bluegrass, Kentucky bluegrass 
and Japanese brome (Nelson 2003). This grassland 
occurs primari ly on the eastern extensions of the 
Rocky Flats pediment that is characterized by very 
cobbly sandy loam soils. Although not quite as cobbly, 
these soils are very similar t o  the soils that support the 
xeric tallgrass grassland community (Kaiser-Hill 1997). 
The largest expanse of needle-and-thread grassland at 
Rocky Flats occurs along the ridgetop north of the east 
access road. 

Reclaimed Mized Grassland 

Reclaimed mixed grassland covers 640 acres, 
primari ly in the southeastern portion of the site 
which was formerly cultivated for agriculture. Most 
of these areas have been re-seeded with a mixture of 
smooth brome and intermediate wheatgrass, both 
introduced species. Other common species include 
crested wheatgrass, sweetclover and field bindweed 
(Kaiser-H ill 1997). 

' 

e 
r" 
0 

. .  
Dalnzatian toadflax, u izoxious weed, has moved iwto . . . 
large areas of the Refidye. 

Thi,s grassland is typified.by.buffalogra& and,':;' ,':! *',:!:':' ': "' ' :' . P  ' 

blue 'grama, both short.grass:prairie species. Ten , . . . ~ , -  ; ,::i . 4' ' . : 
acres o f  this community are found on the site 

Ponderosa Pine Woodland 

..; .."'. 
. .  - ' -  ' ..i. ' 

(Kaiser- Hill 1997). . ' . $  

Isolated patches of ponderosa pine woodland cover 9 
acres in the uppermost reaches o f  the Rock Creek and 
Woman Creek drainages near the western edge of the 
Refuge. These scattered pines represent an eastward 
extension o f  the nearby foothills forests. While much of 
the understory is similar to  the adjacent grassland 
communities, other associated plants are more likely to 
occur in foothills environments (DOE 1997). 

Disturbed and Developed Areas 

Disturbed and developed areas consist of existing o r  
former facilities associated with the previous use of the 
Rocky Flats site. They include roads, landfills, dams 
and other facilities. They also include former facilities 
that have been revegetated with native and introduced 
grass species. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weeds are exotic, aggressive plants that  invade 
native habitat and cause adverse economic or 
environmental impacts. Since 1990, Rocky Flats has 
experienced a large increase in noxious weeds (DOE 
1997). At Rocky Flats, the noxious weed species wi th 
the greatest potential to  degrade the native plant 
communities and that are the most difficult to control 
include diffuse knapweed, musk thistle, Dalmatian 
toadflax, and Canada thistle. Other increasingly 
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Table 8. mor Noxious Weeds at Rocky Flats 

Density (ac.) 
I WeedName I High(2)nsity I MediumDensity 

(m.1 

Dalmatian toadflax 
Diffuse knapweed 
Musk thistle 

341 
380 I 

9 

389 
525 
84 

537 
377 
346 

1,207 
1,956 

869 

problematic weeds are downy brome (cheatgrass), field 
bindweed, and jo in ted  goatgrass (Lane 2004). Diffuse 
knapweed, an aggressive tumbleweed, is currently 
given highest control priority. Canada thistle is 
common in and around most of the wetlands, musk 
thistle is found across mesic grasslands, and Dalmatian 
toadflax is common in xeric grasslands and other areas' 
IFigure 16). Sulfur cinquefoil is a new invader to  the '. 

area that may.have.already established populations'on ' 

'the.Refuge (Lane 2004). 

.Prioritized noxious weed lists and selected'weed 'control 
measures are found in the 2002 Annual Vegetation 
Ma,nagement Plan. The three most abundant noxious 
weeds identified in 2001 mapping were: Dalmatian 
toadflax infesting 2,504 acres; diffuse knapweed 
infesting 1,919 acres; and musk thistle infesting 869 
acres (Table 8) (Kaiser-Hill 2002a; DOE/Service 2001). 

, I  

. . , . i . . : , :  . , , _ . . . .  , .. ., 
. .  :. . . I .  

, ' .. 
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RARE PLANTS 

No federally listed plant species, such as the U te  
ladies'-tresses orchid o r  Colorado butterf ly plant, are 
known to  occur a t  Rocky Flats. Aside from the rare 
xeric tallgrass prairie and tal l  upland shrubland 
communities, Rocky Flats also supports populations of 
four rare plant species that are listed as rare or 
imperiled by the C N H P  These species are the 
mountain-loving sedge, forkt ip three-awn, 
carrionflower greenbriar, and dwarf wi ld indigo. 
Forkt ip three-awn primari ly occurs in previously 
disturbed sites near the western edge of the current 
Industrial Area. The other three species occur 
primari ly along the pediment slopes in the Rock 
Creek drainage (Kaiser-Hill 2002~). 

FIRE HISTORY 

at  Rocky Flats. As  a result, a fuel load o f  dead 
vegetation has been building up in the grasslands of 
Rocky Flats for a t  least 30 years. This buildup of dead 
vegetation has contributed to  an invasion of noxious 
weeds on'the site, particularly in the last 10 years 
(DOE 1999). 

since 1,993 (Figure 17). ln.1994, the.Spring Grassland ~ 

f i re .burned 70 acres'between,,,Highway 128 on,the ,I 

north boundary and.the north access road. In 1996, 
the 104-acre Labor Day Grassland F i re  burned much 
:of'an area penned in by access roads in the southern 
portion of the site. In February 2002, a 27-acre fire 
burned through portions o f  the Rock Creek drainage 
on the south side of Highway 128. A 48-acre 
prescribed burn was conducted on April 6, 2000. The 
prescribed burn took place in the same area as the 
1996 wildfire (Kaiser-Hill 2002). 

. ,  , . ,  . "', , ' , I .  . 

Seven wildfires have been documented,on.the site . . _ I  

' 

3.5. WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Many areas of the Rocky Flats site have remained 
relatively undisturbed for the last 30 to  50 years, 
allowing them to retain diverse habitat and associated 
wildlife. These wildlife communities are supported by 

Historical documentation indicates that the 
grasslands in the Rocky Flats area have been 
subjected to lightning and human-caused fires for 
thousands of years (DOE 1999). These fires likely 
played a major role in promoting native vegetation 
growth and diversity (DOE 1999). Since 1972, 
wildfires have not been allowed to burn and only one 
controlled burn has been conducted in the grasslands 

Mixed mesic grcisslmd provides food awl shelter for elk 
rr.?zd other wildlife. 

:, .. ': 
. . . .  

! .  

:,, 
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the regional network of protected open space that 
surrounds the site o n  three sides, buffering wildlife 
habitat f rom the surrounding urban development. 

MAMMALS 

One of the most abundant and conspicuous mammal 
species a t  Rocky Flats is the mule deer. A resident 
herd of about 160 individuals inhabits the site. While 
mule deer distribution varies by the season, they 
appear to  have a general preference for the following 
areas (shown in Figure 18): 

The open grasslands of the upper Rock . , 

Creek drainage 
'2,. , 

,The shrublands of the Iower'Rock Creek . ' ":.' .ti!'. !, , 
. ,  .... I .. , , drainage . ' '. ,," I '  . ' L ' : .  ~. 

' . . .  ,.>,f , . 
, ' .,,;.,: ' V .  k!,. ....(., . 

. .  , 

... , . .. . 
. .  . .  , .  . .. 

. .  . 
3 . .  . . 

The grasslands.of the upper Walnut Creek, .:, . 
. ".. ! , ' ., . .. 

. 1 ., . .  
. .. , 

1 ~S . .i ..!, . , , '  , , , ) 7 . 
' . , drainage . .  

. .  . .  

0 .  The hillsides above lower.WalnutfCreek 

. Riparian bottomlands around Woman Creek 
and Antelope Springs 

Smart Ditch drainage 
The grasslands below the pediment in the 

In the spring, mule deer exhibit an affinity for woody 
habitat and secondarily for grasslands. I n  the summer, 
deer use is more generally divided among different 
habitats. In the fall, mule deer primarily use woody 
habitats, wi th grasslands also being important. In the 
winter, mule deer are commonly observed in grasslands 
and tall upland shrublands (Kaiser-Hill 2001). 

Whitetail deer have become more common at the site 
and are often observed in company with mule deer. 

The Refuge is in CDOW's Game Management Unit 
(GMU) #38 and is adjacent to  GMU#29, which 
collectively make up the Boulder deer herd. American 
elk visit Rocky Flats, but are not resident (DOE 
1997). In 2003, l l  cow elk were observed with nine 
calves in the Rock Creek drainage (Wedermyer 2003). 

Other mammals observed a t  Rocky Flats include 
desert cottontail, white-tailed jackrabbits, black- 
tailed jackrabbits, muskrat and porcupine. Muskrats 
generally occur in and around the ponds, while 
porcupine populations are limited to  the shrubland 
and ponderosa pine habitats in the upper Rock 
Creek drainage (DOE 1997). Black-tailed prair ie , . . . 

dogs inhabit the Rocky Flats site in l imited numbers . , 

..(Figure 18) and are discussed in greater detail below. . . i. r 4 . .  ._' . 
:Numerous small'm.ammal species, such as mice and.:; a .. , ' . ' 

.voles, inhabit all vegetation community types at. ,..: ! 
Rocky Flats.;Preble's meadowjumping,mouse,,a;"~ -., 
threatened species, is described below under I , .  

Federal'Threatened and Endangered Species. i" '':.. . , -! 

Two commonly observed carnivore species a t  Rocky 
Flats are the coyote, which occurs throughout the site, 
and raccoon, which is often seen in the Industrial Area 
and near watercourses. Typically a t  Rocky Flats, three 
to six coyote dens support an estimated 14 to  16 
individuals a t  any given t ime (Kaiser-Hill 2001). 
Twenty-two coyote dens used between 1991 and 2002 
have been identified a t  Rocky Flats. The coyote dens 
generally occur on  hillsides near watercourses. Six 
dens were active in 2002. One active den was located in 
the upper Rock Creek drainage, two were located on 
the slopes above either side of Walnut Creek near 
Indiana Street, one was near the D-1 pond, one near 
Antelope Springs and one in the upper South Woman 
Creek drainage (Nelson 2003). Other carnivores 

, I  

. "  ; . .  , 
, . !?>. 



include striped skunk, gray fox, red fox, long-tailed 
weasel, American badger and mink. Black bears and 
mountain lion tracks are occasionally seen a t  the site 
(Kaiser-Hill 2000, 2001). 

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 

The black-tailed prairie dog is a controversial species on 
the forefront o f  conservation in the US. (CDOW 2003). 
The prairie dog is often described and disputed as a 
"keystone species" because it has a large effect on 
community structure o r  ecosystem function (Power e t  al. 
1996; CDOW 2003). 

In August 2004, the Service removed the prairie dog 
,from consideration as a candidate species under the . .  

,. . '!: Endangered Species Act (Servic 
' ,.species are plants.and anjmals fo 

. . I  '.'sufficient informatjon 'on &eir bi 
. ' 'propose them as endangered%or 

. " I .  . .  . . 

. .  . 
. .. 

but for which development of:a,proposed listing 
hon is precluded by other higher priori ty listing 

I' 
activities. Candidate species receive no statutory 
protection under the ESA (Service 2002). 

Regardless of its status as a keystone species, prairie 
dogs play an important role in grassland ecosystems. 
Several studies found that prair ie dogs alter plant 
species composition and structure. Typically, areas 
occupied by prairie dogs have greater cover and 
abundance of perennial grasses and annual forbs 
compared to  non-occupied sites (Whicker and Detl ing 
1988; Witrner e t  al. 2002). Prairie dogs can contribute to  
overall landscape heterogeneity, affect nutr ient cycling, 
and provide nest sites and shelter for wildlife such as 
rattlesnakes and burrowing owls (Whicker and Detling 
1988). Prairie dogs can also denude the surface by 
clipping above-ground vegetation and contributing to  
exposed bare ground by digging up roots (Kuford 1958; 
Smith 1967). Prairie dogs are susceptible to and can 
spread Sylvatic plague. 

Three black-tailed prairie dog colonies, comprising 11 2.8 
acres of grasslands, were mapped a t  Rocky Flats in 2000. 
Since 2000, plague outbreaks have reduced the active 
colonies to an area of 10 acres (Stone 2003). These 
colonies are shown on Figure 19. 

The Rocky Flats site contains about 2,460 acres o f  
potential prairie dog habitat (Figure 19). Delineations of 
potential prairie dog habitat are based on soil, 
vegetation, and slope attributes that prairie dogs are 
known to prefer (Clippinger 1989): 

30 to 90% herbaceous cover 

2- to 10-inch vegetation height 

. ;. . .  
:., .),. : . .. 

. . .  Amn,erican goldfinch. , .  . ' >  

. .. . 
. .  . .  

A .. 
1 , ,  .$.'.:.' . I  , :; , :;' ,.::. .. ' I s  ... , .. . . < ,  , . , . . . . . . 

.. . 0 , .  
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Slopes less than 20% (prefer less than 10%) 

Rock-free soils w i th  less than 70% 
sand content 

BIRDS I 

The most commonly observed raptors a t  Rocky Flats 
are red-tailed hawk, great horned owl and American 
kestrel. Other less abundant raptors include 
Swainson's hawk, ferruginous hawk, prairie falcon and 
long-eared owls. Most raptor species use riparian 
woodlands o r  tall upland shrublands for nesting and 
roosting habitat and forage in all habitats a t  the site. 
Raptor nest sites observed between 1991 and 1998 are  
shown on Figure 18. ... , . .  

., , ' ,  / '  > '  . . I.. , _ I  

Several waterfowl species use the ponds a t  Rocky 
Flats. The most common waterfowl are mallards and 
Canada geese (DOE 1997). Great blue herons feed 
in mudflats and short marshlands, while double- 
crested cormorants are common summer residents. 

Plains Sharp-tUM Omuse 

The Rocky Flats site and surrounding areas contain 
potential habitat for the plains sharp-tailed grouse. 
The grouse is extirpated from the area and is not 
known to  occur a t  Rocky Flats pr ior  t o  2003 (DOE 
1997). The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain 
Parks Department, along with Boulder County Parks 
and Open Space and the CDOW, have initiated a . 
sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction.progcam o,n j o i n t  

. ,:. . .  
. .  

' 

' 
City-County owned, open space land nor t  

, .  Over 185.species of migratory.bir;ds have,:been; ' ,', 

. .  recorded'at Rocky Fl.ats;of.which,,about~75 are , ; .4.. 

\. Flats: About 25 individuals he re  transdl 
. .  

. .  . .  . . .  ' . .  

" believed to-breed a t t h e  site.-Of the  estimated 100. - 
neotropical.,migrants.:(migratory.birds that:breed (,, I. . ' .' 

north of the U'S:/li/lexico border and winter south o f  

I .  

the border (PTI 1997)) a t  Rocky Flats, about 45 are 
confirmed o r  suspected breeders a t  the site. 

Commonly observed bird species in wetland habitats 
include the red-winged blackbird, song sparrow, 
common yellowthroat and common snipe. Common 
birds in riparian woodland areas include the northern 
oriole, American goldfinch, house finch and yellow 
warbler. The tall upland shrubland habitat is 
inhabited by the song sparrow, rufus-sided towhee, 
black-billed magpie, yellow-breasted chat and black- 
capped chickadee. Common grassland birds include 
the vesper sparrow, western meadowlark, 
grasshopper sparrow and mourning dove (DOE 
1997). The reclaimed mixed grassland provides 
habitat for birds such as the western meadowlark and 
vesper sparrow (PTI 1997). 

Northeni  red-belly dace were i?itroduced i?ito the 
Liudsny Poiid i ? ~  2003. 

. .  
open space area in 2003, while several more a 
planned to  be reintroduced in ' lhe futu.ie'(Bre 
2003). Several o f  the transplanted.individuals a 
believed to  have'used Rocky Flats' grasslan'ds'. 
(Wedermyer 2003). 

According t o  the CDOW Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Recovery Plan (CDOW 1992), grouse use different 
habitats seasonally wi th extensive use of grassland 
and grassland-low shrub transition zones. Riparian 
areas and wooded draws are important winter habitat. 
Reasons for the decline of sharp-tailed grouse include 
land cultivation, livestock grazing and f i re control. 
Other threats to  grouse include urban development 
and alteration of habitat by weed infestation 
(Gershman 1992). 

r . .  

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 

In general, reptiles and amphibians are found in small 
numbers a t  Rocky Flats due to  an absence o f  suitable 
habitat. The most common reptiles are the bullsnake, 
yellow-bellied racer, plains garter snake and prairie 
rattlesnake. All of these species occur in the open 
grassland habitats, although the plains garter snake 
typically lives close to  water bodies. Other reptiles 
include the short-horned lizard in open grasslands, the 
eastern fence lizard in rocky shrublands, and the 
western painted turt le in ponds (DOE 1997). 

The most abundant amphibian a t  Rocky Flats is the 
boreal chorus frog, which breeds in water bodies 
throughout the site. The northern leopard frog is less 
common and is found only in permanent water bodies 
such as ponds (DOE 1997). The boreal chorus f rog is 
relatively abundant in the streams and wetlands a t  
Rocky Flats (Kaiser-Hill 2000). Other amphibians 
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include the bullfrog, Woodhouse's toad, the plains 
spadefoot and the t iger salamander (DOE 1997). 

AQUATIC SPECIES 

Aquatic species a t  Rocky Flats are limited in drainages 
and ditches by low and irregular flows. The most 
common aquatic macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects) 
are the larvae of the blackfly, midge and mayfly (DOE 
1997). Other species include caddisflies, craneflies, 
damselfly larvae, as well as snails and amphipods. 
Large macroinvertebrates such as crayfish and snails 
are potentially important prey for other fish, waterfowl 
and mammal species. 

establish reproducing fish populations, carp, goldfish 
and fathead minnows are present in these reservoirs. 
Woman Creek retains a significant amount of stream 
habitat and holds the majori ty of Rocky Flats fish 
species. Native fish species that reproduce within 
Woman Creek include white suckers, fathead minnows, 
green sunfish, stonerollers and creek chubs. Two non- 
native fish species, golden shiners and largemouth 
bass, also are found in the drainage. 

According t o  the Colorado Vertebrate Ranking System 
(CDOW 2001). the Iowa darter and common shiner 
rank high enough to  meri t  re-evaluation and the 
redbelly dace is potentially imperiled. Threats to  these 
species include extirpation through habitat degradation 

Each of, the three primary drainages a t  Rocky Flats'  ' Dollution bank destablizdtion; the 
I ' I : .  contains a varietyof :pond ,andstream habitats, varying < '  

. . .  .. ,. , ! .,.amounts,of'habitat . modification,.and seasonal wafer ... I:':: 

' . . . , .  .'' flows:The _ .  Walnut-Creek drainage has been highly. ,, 

. .,.. . , ., , ' I  ' ' 

modified as part  of the development.of Rocky Flats., ., - 
' The upper section of the drainage was filled and the " j'' 

lower section modified into a series of small reservoirs ' 
that can retain water released from the Industrial 
Area. A variety of non-native fish species (rainbow 
trout, carp, bass) were introduced into the Walnut 
Creek reservoirs. Although all introductions did not 

, e - . .  

..effects of urbanization and bredation by :introduced: ,: . 
. I ' .. :, 8 I ;,*.': ;. ,: 

,., . . ' .  . , .. I .  . : '  
..,I non-native fish. 

, .  , ., :' 

I .  
I .I .:. 

1 , ., . .  . .  . ': 1 '. 
I .  . .  .. . /  . 

. . . .  . . .  
, ' .  

.u -,. Native, FGh , , 
. .  

.. . . , ,  . . 
, 5 * , ' . . m ~ L , . s  ',..,I ,; ( . I  , I , " ..' ,. ' 

Thlt.2QOl-Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural 
Resources management Plan (DOEIService 2001) 
called for the establishment of native fish populations 
within the Rock Creek drainage. Rock Creek supports 
favorable habitat for native fish such as the common 

. .  , .  , .. I 

. :: 
. .  

4 ',.,:;,' 

. . . . . .  . .  
. >,: , ,,,: 'i 

.i' 
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shiner and northern redbelly dace. Monitoring during 
the drought of 2002 demonstrated that Rock Creek 
flows remain consistent in dry years. 

Native fish restoration efforts began in 2002, when 
largemouth bass and other non-native fish were 
removed from the Lindsay Ponds with rotenone (a 
piscicide). In June and August 2003, common shiner 
and northern redbelly dace were introduced to the 
Rock Creek drainage, w i th  the intention o f  establishing 
a new population o f  these rare and declining native fish 
species (Rosenlund 2003). 

WILDLIFE SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 
' . In addition to federally listed wild1ife:species described '.,,., ,: :. , . .. 

' !  

. , ti, . ! ,  'below. in the Federal Threatened andEv, 
' 

' . .  , :" Species section, the Rocky Flats.site has 
, ' ,  . *  ",'.' .. . ' ' t o  support numerous species wi th special statu 

* ,  , designated by CDOW because of their rare o r  - " . .  
imperiled status (Table 9). Western ,tiurrowing.owi'has. 
been observed in grasslands and the ferruginous' hawk 
has been observed in riparian woodlands and open 
grasslands (PTI 1997; DOE 1997). 

, .. 

The Rejicge contains about 9,460 acres of' potewtial 
prairie clog habitat. 

5 ,;. 
, .  I .  .I .. , . .  . 

. : .. 
I. . . . .. 

.. :: .: .. . . . .  . ,  
. :. I ., 

' . ; .  . .  Preble's meadow jicmping mouse: 
. I . ,  . .  

'. '. . . 

WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 

While Rocky Flats is surrounded on three sides by 
major roads, many wildlife species move between the 
site and habitat in surrounding areas. However, 
movement corridors between the Refuge and adjacent 
lands are not well defined. Movement of most 
terrestrial species occurs along broad areas where 
disturbance and barriers to  movement are minimized 
(Howard 2003; Wedermyer 2003). 

On the west side of the Refuge, east-west movement 
across Highway 93 can be impeded by the South Boulder 
Diversion Canal and mining areas on the western edge of 
Rocky Flats. Given these barriers, the most likely areas 
for wildlife movement are the open lands in the upper 
Rock Creek area and the upper M m a n  Creek area 
between the mining areas (on land owned by the State of 
Colorado) and the west access road. 

Prairie dogs cross Highway 128 in the northwest 
corner of the Refuge, t o  access other colonies on 
adjacent open space lands. Otherwise, north-south 
prairie dog movement across Highway 128 does not 
likely occur at any specific location. The Rock Creek 
drainage along the highway is impeded by the highway 
embankment and the culverts for the creek are too 
small for use by larger species of mammals. Likewise, 
the east side of the Refuge is open in most places and 
wildlife moves across a broad front, although the 
Walnut Creek and Woman Creek drainages provide 
natural corridors for east-west movement for small and 
mid-size mammals across Indiana Street. 



Table 9. Wildlife Species of State Special Concern at Rocky Flats 

Status 

State endangered 
State threatened 
State special concern 
State special concern 
State special concern 
State special concern 
State special concern 
State special concern 
State special concern 

Common Name Occurrence at 
Rocky Flats 

Observed infrequently 
Known resident or regular visitor 
Known resident 
Regular visitor 
Observed infrequently 
Known resident or regular visitor 
Observed infrequently 
Observed infrequently 
Observed infrequently 

Plains sharptailed grouse 
Western burrowing owl 
Northern leopard frog 
American peregrine falcon 
Common garter snake 
Ferruginous hawk 
Greater sandhill crane 
Long-billed curlew 
Mountain plover 

Scientific Name 

njmpanuchus phasia?wllus jamesii 
Athene cunicdaria hypugea 
Rana pipiens 
Falco peregrinus 
Thamnophis sirtalis 
Buteo regalis 
G h s  canadensis tibida 
Numenius amencanus 
Charadrius montanus 

,.. . . r . .  . ' " Most deer on Rocky Flats do not migrate offsite and 3.6, FEDEM~,THREATENED AND 
elk periodically descend from the foothills and enter. . .  

'.' -. ,ENDA~\~GERED'SPECIESI 
lats f rom the west..In the,spring.of 2003, ... , : ' " .. * . .  ' . I  

... 
. ., . 

, *,?,,':. . ow . .  e'lk used.the Rock Creek draihage.as;a ,. , ,;. docky Flats~suppoq~ two ii 
' '  : :.. calving ground (Wedermyer 2003). The,behavior:of ... '.;. threatehgd or elida'ngerea u' 

' ' .. .I ;: 

. .  . .  . .  

. . . . .  .. . 
. I Species Act (ESA).:The Preble's meadowjumping 

.mouse and the bald eagle are Iisted,as threatened. 

other species is less known: 
, .  I ,.,... ';':<: .. ' 

. . .I. , . .  
, I  

POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION lSSUES ( I  

Extensive studies have been conducted on the 
potential effects of contamination on wildlife and 
vegetation a t  Rocky Flats since the mid 1970s, mostly 
by Colorado State University. These studies include 
two deer studies as well as studies of small mammals, 
arthropods (insects), snakes, and cattle. Samples 
were taken of various species for the Dra f t  Ecological 
Risk Assessments for  Walnut Creek and Woman 
Creek Watersheds a t  Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site (September 1995) and included 
samples consisting o f  small mammals, insects, benthic 
invertebrates, and fish. Additional studies were done 
by  CSU on vegetation uptake of plutonium, in both 
terrestr ial and aquatic species. Studies conducted a t  
other DOE facilities can be used to  compare to  Rocky 
Flats. See Section 1 .E - Issues Outside the Scope of 
This EIS,  and Section 3.2 - Geology and Soils for 
more information about residual soil contamination a t  
Rocky Flats. 

Tissue samples, including edible tissues of deer 
harvested a t  Rocky Flats in 2002, have been analyzed 
for contaminants. The results of these analyses 
indicate radionuclide tissue levels of non-detectable 
quantities o r  a t  method detection limits. In all cases 
the edible tissue levels are below the 1x10-6 risk-based 
level for consumption of Rocky Flats deer tissue. 

As  discussed in the preceeding Wildlife section, the 
black-tailed prairie dog is no longer listed as a 
candidate species (Service 2004b). 

PREBLE'S MEADOW JUMPING MOUSE 

Preble's meadowjumping mouse (Preble's) occurs in 
every major drainage on the site. Listed as a 
threatened species in 1998, the mouse occurs in habitat 
adjacent t o  streams and waterways along the Front 
Range of Colorado and southeastern Wyoming. At 
Rocky Flats, Preble's also has been found in wetlands 
and shrubland communities adjacent to  the Rock 
Creek and Woman Creek drainages. Knowledge of the 
natural history and ecology of the Preble's is limited. 
A n  increase in knowledge about the species may 
change our understanding o f  their habitat needs and 
associations. In 2003, the Service designated critical 
habitat for the Preble's. The critical habitat did not 
include any of the drainages at Rocky Flats because 
the site is to  become a Refuge (Service 2003). 

In March 2004, the Service initiated a status review of 
the Preble's based on two petitions to  remove the 
mouse from federal protection under the Endangered 
Species Act. When the status review is finished, the 
Service wil l  issue a finding regarding whether the 
subspecies should remain listed or  should be proposed 
for delisting (Service 2004). Until the status review 
and finding are finalized, the Service wil l  continue to  
manage Preble's as a threatened species in accordance 
with existing laws and policies. 
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Most of these sites o r  artifacts are related to  Euro- 
American occupation o f  the area within the last 120 
years. None of the identified cultural resources are 
recommended as eligible for  listing in the National 
Register o f  Historic Places. 

BALD EAGLE 

The bald eagle occasionally forages at Rocky Flats 
although no nests have been identified. An active nest 
is located t o  the east of Rocky Flats near Standley 
Lake. Eagles feed primari ly on fish and waterbirds but 

(DOElService 2001). The bald eagle was federally 
listed as endangered in 1967 and was downlisted t o  
threatened in 1994. 

also on small mammals and mammal carcasses PREHISTORIC RESOURCES 

While various Native American groups occupied the 
Rocky Flats region prior t o  1800, few remains f rom 
this period have been found on the site. Cultural 
resource inventories have identified several isolated 
finds of prehistoric origin, including stone enclosures 
and stone cairns (Dames and . .  Moore.1991)., : 

PLANT SPECIES 

R&ky.'Flats..While many of the riparian and wetland 

ladies';tr,esses orchid and Colokado butterf iy plant, 
these-species,are'"bt,k"~~n'td bLcui at thi'site (ESCO , Numerous.sites . .  

No fede<ally,l!.sted plant species are known to  occur at 
, . ; : , . : ' .  , I  , 

...,, : 
. . . ,  : . .  . . .  

. ' I .  

~. .. " . - 
)-.: ;. r '  .com,mu,nities\sGpport potential'habitat for the U te  . .  HISTORIC RESOURCES ' i ": ' ' ' ' ' '.: , '  

. -'-. 1994). ~ , . i~ moigic bf'veGetation com~~n' i t ie ia t  Rocky,, ;. and mining,activity at,Ro 
I century have been identi 

, . .  . .  . .  
i .* , 

, , .  ' I  s i .*.. ;. I , .  . , a '  . and art i fa 
: . .  , . ., 

, 

, .  ..... . . .  
,. ,i _. . , Flats contains several rare.and sensitive plant 

I -. . . I .  . communities. These include the xeric t'allgrass , " stock p;onds,-rock piles, building, remains, fencing i .. 
. .  

. 
, .  . < 3  I :  . 

grassland, tall upland shrubland, riparian shrubland, ' and Other farming and ' ' 

mountain-loving sedge, forkt ip three-awn, 

cottonwood riparian woodland communities, Each of 
these communities is described in detail in the 
Vegetation Communities section. 

3.7. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resource surveys have identified and recorded 

equipment (Figure 20). Remnants o f  an apple orchard ,: 

Woman Creek drainage. A n  abandoned railroad grade. 
whose construction began in 1881 and was never 
completed, traverses the Refuge. 

Many historic sites relate to  land uses a t  Rocky Flats 
during the early 20th century. Dur ing this time, the 

. .  . .  . . carrionflower greenbriar, dwarf wild indigo and plains are near the site o f  a-former stage coach stop in the 

industry along the Front Range boomed and 

45 cultural sites o r  artifacts a t  Rocky Flats (Figure 20). several acquired land for pasture in the Rocky 
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€3 

Flats area. In most cases, the pr imary ranchkites 
were outside of what became the<Rockv Flats site, 

, 

a 

. .. wi th the .exception'.of the Lindsay 'danc.h (Dames'and 
L ' .  . , .  . Moore 1991). 

hindsay &zmh , .  

'. T~....: : , . . l . . , '  ,.: ..,_ . , I l., . . 7 : '  . 
. .  . - . .  I . .  ~. 

The area known as the Lindsay Ranch* was originally 
homesteaded by the Scott family in 1868. The 
northern part  of this area was given t o  the railroad 
in 1897 as part  of the railroad land grants. Other 
lands surrounding what became the Lindsay Ranch 
were homesteaded by various settlers in the 1880s 
and 1890s. Between the late 1880s and 1916, the 
Jones family, one of the original homesteaders in the 
area, had acquired the area that would become the 
Lindsay Ranch. During this time, many of the 
original homesteads were being consolidated into 
larger parcels to  provide pasture for cattle (Dames 
and Moore 1991). 

In 1916, almost 700 acres of land in the area was sold 
to the Ebertharter family, who controlled 1,280 acres 
along the northern portion of the current Rocky Flats 
site. In 1941, a 640-acre ranch property was sold to 
George and Susan Lindsay. The Lindsays resided in 
Denver and raised cattle on the ranch a t  Rocky Flats. 
The Lindsays owned the ranch property a t  Rocky 
Flats and a 320-acre ranch parcel at the west end of 
Leyden Gulch, south of Rocky Flats. The barn was 
constructed in the mid-1 940s, followed by the 
construction of the house in 1949. The house was 
occupied by a caretaker until the property was 
condemned by the US. Atomic Energy Commission 
for the development of the Rocky Flats plant in 1951. 

Maintenance o f  the ranch structures ceased in 1952. 
During the operation of the Rocky Flats plant, 
security personnel informally used both the house 

and barn for target practice. The Lindsay Ranch 
area now consists of a large barn, a collapsed shed, 
corral, livestock chute, and a frame house. A blizzard 
in March 2003 dumped over 3 feet of snow in the 
area, collapsing the east and west wings of the barn. 
During the fall of 2003, the Service, in partnership 
wi th D O E  stabilized the barn to  prevent further 
damage t o  the structure (Norman 2003). The two . 
wings were essentially rebuilt. Part o f  the barn roof 
was repaired. Portions o f  the concrete foundations 
were replaced. The windows and doors were boarded 
to  protect the structure f rom wind and moisture. 

The house is in a dilapidated condition, with holes in the 
roof and walls and an unstable floor, and has not been 
maintained o r  stabilized since it was last used in 1951.:,: ':. ..;'.: . ... I ' ,  . ,., 

E-. '". I 1  . ' 

The Rockv.Flats site was one of the 

, .. 

., . '  : ...,. L , ,I ..:.;,.,, 
weapons production,facilities in the United States ;,,. ,, , ~ , ~  , , . .. .; -,.-; ,':; 

' ,  during the Cold War. Weapons productjon ended'in ;,.,, , .. ' -. . 

1989. The D O E  completed an inventory of all buildings' 
on the site and determined 64 facilities within the 
Industrial Area are very important to  regional, national, 
and international history for their role during the Cold 
War era. The State Historic Preservation Office has 
determined that these 64 facilities are eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places as a 
historic district (DOE 1997). A l l  of these facilities wil l  
be removed pr ior  to  site closure and establishment of 
the Refuge. 

' ;  .' 

3.8. INFRASTRUCTURE, EASEMENTS, 
AND UTILITIES 

TRANSPORTATION 

The Rocky Flats site is surrounded on all sides by state 
highways o r  a major thoroughfare. Colorado Highway 

East eutrunce ,road to Rocky Flats. 



128 defines most of the site's northern boundary, while 
Highway 93 runs parallel t o  the western boundary 
about ?h mile t o  the west. Less than 1 mile to  the south, 
Highway 72 runs parallel t o  the site's southern 
boundary. Indiana Street defines the site's eastern 
boundary. Current access t o  the site is from Highway 
93 or  Indiana Street. The existing access road leading 
into Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site east 
from Highway 93 carries approximately 2,700 vehicles 
per day (David Evans 2003). However, traffic on the 
existing access road wil l  be greatly reduced following 
cleanup and closure of the site by DOE. 

Highwap 93 Clay  m i n i n g  along the Refuge's western b o u n d a q  

Roadway Segment 

SH 93 -West of Rocky Flats 
SH 128 - East of SH 93 
Indiana Street - East of Rocky Fiats 

Colorado State:Mighway 93 west of Rocky, Clafs is.* . ' 

. .  I . ' in'the vicinity:of the existing access*road,'The.R&ky. '. 

. ' . 
relatively 'straight and f lat wi th adequate'.sight distance : I  . , ' ! : .  , '..... 

lorado State Highway 128 north ofLthe si't.e i s  .. . ( -, , ..,'.:, . , I :.. :. I , e  ! ., . ,, 11:' . 
I ,  ', .' ' .  . 'UJ '.' 

IanesTwith substantial horizontal and vert ical curves 

2003 2021 
2002 AAlYrt Weekday Count Estimated AADT 

19,040 22,110 28,500 
4,510 5,170 6,700 
- 5,580 8,100 

. I. . .  . Flats access,road"intersects' Highway 93 at'a signalized 
intersection about 1.5 miles north-of. Highway 72: The. '. 
section',of Highway 93 at the access,road.has two : 
through travel lanes .with a'southbound left  turn lane. ' 

and northbound r ight  turn lane, as well as northbound 
and southbound acceleration lanes a t  the intersection.. 
This segment of Highway 93 is.categorized as an 
Expressway (Category E-X) in the CDOT State 
Highway Access Category Assignment Schedule 
(CDOT 2001), which defines the requirements for 
access locations, operation and design criteria along 

. roadways on the state highway system. The speed 
l imi t  along Highway 93 approaching the signal is 45 
mph. Highway 93 carries about 22,100 vehicles per 
day (measured nor th  of the west access road) (David 
Evans 2003). This volume is projected to  increase 
during the life o f  the CCP (Table 10). 

, . 
. .  

The Highway 93 and Highway 72 intersection 
southwest o f  the site is signalized. The Highway 93 
and Highway 128 intersection northwest of the site is 
also signalized. 

. . ., .. 
between Highway 93 and McCaslin~.Bouleva~d, .TtiIsv,',':', ' ,' I : . '  *'' , ?  ,~ ;, 

segment of Highway 128 is categorized a5.a Reg'iqnal'; . .  ' 1, " '  ' . . 
Highway (Category R-A) in the CDOT State Highway 
Access Category Assignment Schedule (CDOT 2001). . 
Ci ty of Boulder and Boulder County Open Space is ,, , 

adjacent to  the roadway on the north side and a 
signalized intersection is at McCaslin Boulevard. The 
speed limit in this segment is 55 mph. Highway 128 
west of McCaslin Boulevard carries about 5,200 vehicles 
per day (David Evans 2003). This volume is projected to 
increase during the life of the CCP (Table 10). 

Indiana Si?r& 

" 

I t  . .  i'(,.,. .: 

Indiana Street east of the site is a straight two-lane 
alignment over rol l ing terrain wi th little to  no 
shoulder between Highway 128 and 96th Avenue. The 
speed limit in this segment is 50 mph. Indiana Street 
east of the project site carries about 5,600 vehicles 
daily (David Evans 2003). Traffic volume is projected 
to increase during the life of the CCP (Table 10). 

Table 10. Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volume Summary 

t Traffic volumes from CDOT website (CDOT 2003). 
AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic. 
So?ircc: David Evans and Associates, Inc. (2003). 
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Many iiLtemul rouds would be revegetated. 
. . .  . 
, /  

._ . .. . i ' .  . .  

;This'roadway is an arterial maintained by Jefferson 
#: County. The land on the east side of the'roadway i s  ...; -. 

d County of Broomfield a'nd.City ot ::'., j ';. ...'.. 
inster Open'Space and land,owned by the , .... 

Woman Creek Reservoir Authority: The Highway:128 
and Indiana Street intersection northeast of the site is 
signaljzed. The existing Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site has a gated access a t  a signalized . 
intersection on Indiana Street about 1.5 miles north of 
96th Avenue. The Indiana Street and 96th Avenue 
intersection southeast of the site is also signalized. 

Internal Roads 

a:. . - _  . . , . 
. .  
. .  

southern edge of the Industrial Area, extending 
between the east and west access gates (Figure 21). In 
an area east and south of the Industrial Area, the t i t le 
to portions of both natural gas easements is unclear 
(Schiesswohl 2003). 

E W  Line Easements 

The Rocky Flats site currently has many roads, fences 
and utilities that serve its pre-closure functions. 
Outside of the Industrial Area, which currently 
contains a network of paved streets, most o f  the site is 
accessed by a network of graded gravel roads and 
minor two-track roads. In addition, existing mineral 
r ights and water r ights on site are owned by outside 
entities. Existing infrastructure, utility easements and 
mining permits are shown on Figure 21. 

UTILITIES 

The utility infrastructure currently serving the site, 
including electric and sewer lines, wi l l  be removed or  
remediated in place prior t o  closure. According to the 
Refuge Act (Appendix A), existing, privately owned 
utility easements across the site wil l  remain in place 
and the owners of those easements wil l  have the right 
to  continue to  access them. 

Nahml Gas Easements 

Two natural gas easements are currently on the site, a 
north-south easement and an east-west easement. The 
north-south easement runs through the eastern portion 
of the site. The east-west easement runs along the 

L 

A 230-kV electrical line follows an easement through 
the southern and eastern portions of the site. The line 
runs in a north-south orientation between the north 
boundary and the proximity of South Woman Creek, 
where it then runs southwesterly toward the southern 
boundary.of Rocky Flats. A second electrical line 
easement;runs' f rom the proximity of the C-2 pond t o  

. ,. .., 
, .  pr imari ly to,serve the ,Industrial Area and will be 

:removed and easements abandoned pr ior  t o  site ' 
, closure. Another electrical line easement follows the 

west access road from Highway 93 to the Industrial 
Area. This electrical line has been removed and the 
easement wil l  be abandoned (the t i t le to  this easement 
is unclear). These easements are shown on Figure 21. 
An electrical line w i th  no easement follows the west 
side of Indiana Street, within the Rocky Flats 
boundary. 

. .. 
. .  

Other UEiliCiea 

A fiber optic line w i th  an easement runs from the 
N W T C  in the northwest corner o f  the site, across the 
Rock Creek drainage, to  the Industrial Area. The 
future o f  this line and easement is uncertain. In addition 
to  the electrical line along the west side of Indiana 
Street, a telephone and fiber optic line also follows the 
Indiana right of way. These utility lines do not have 
easements and may be within the Rocky Flats site 
(instead of the Indiana r ight  of way) (Schiesswohl 2003). 

MINERAL RIGHTS 

A substantial portion of the mineral estate (subsurface 
mineral rights) associated with lands a t  Rocky Flats is 
privately owned. The Service believes that the exercise 
of these existing privately owned mineral rights, 
particularly surface mining of gravel and other 
aggregate material, at Rocky Flats wil l  have an 
adverse impact on the management of the Refuge. The 
Service does not believe it can manage the Refuge for 
meeting the purposes of section 3177(e)(2) of the 
Refuge Act if certain mineral rights are exercised. 
Accordingly, the Service will not accept transfer of 
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administrativejurisdiction from DOE for lands subject to  
the mining of gravel and other aggregate material a t  
Rocky Flats until the United States owns the mineral 
rights of the land to  be transferred t o  the Service, or 
until the mined lands have been reclaimed to  a mixed 
prairie grassland community. not planned. 

Ditch and the McKay Ditch, which convey water 
across Rocky Flats t o  the east and northeast. Other 
water r ights on the site include the Mower Ditch 
and the Kinnear Di tch (Advanced Sciences 1991). A 
new water supply t o  serve the Rocky Flats N W R  is 

Three permitted mining areas currently exist on Rocky 
Flats (Figure 21): 

3.9. SURROUNDING LAND USE 

The Rocky Flats site is a t  the intersection of Jefferson, 
Boulder and Broomfield counties. The site is 
surrounded by open space t o  the north, east and west 
and ,urban development to  the northeast and southeast 

operations, wind energy research, and water collection 
and storage facilities. 

Bluestone Sand and Gravel mine and Bluestone 
expansion - 425 acres 

Lakewood Br ick and Ti le - 80 acres 

Church Ranch Rocky Flats P i t  - 94 acres-' 
.. . (Figure 22). Other nearby land uses include mining 

I .  

. .  
. . '  ' . _ ,  

1 .  , .  
. , .  LaFa.rge, I nc. (formerly Western.Aggregates) o 

'. 

, . '  . . ,  
) I  , . 

' northwestern corner of the site. ,While.the permit  area'; MUNICIPALITIES. , . . .  
.. the Bluestone sand and gravel.quarry in the ' ;' 

. inciudes 425 acces of land, about.300 acres are 

. .  
. ,  :. : . . .<  .. 

, . . .  . . . -  ..... ... 

designated for habitat preservation; o r  non-mining 
setback, easements and buffer ateas (Jefferson County 
2002). The Bluestone permit allows expansion of the 
mine into the northern portion of the Rock Creek 
drainage, near the N W T C  (Figure 21). Most o f  the 
Rock Creek drainage is included in a habitat 
preservation area. 

. , :  . , . . . ,  . .  
Four principal cities and town,s, Arvada, Westminster,.. ; .,.. <:...: , ,. . 

. 

Br&mfield.and Superior, are 'located within close ' + i -  -:.'..:,*',' . . - , -  . ::. 

those portions of. these municipalities located near the 

The City of Arvada is located southeast of Rocky Flats. 
While most of Arvada's residential and commercial 
development is over 1 mile f rom Rocky Flats, the 

I .  3 proximity of Rocky Flats. ,The general land :uses of ' 

site are described below. 

. . . . .  '' . 

. .1 

. .  

Lakewood Br ick  and Ti le operates an 80-acre 
clay mining area immediately nor th  of the west 
access road. 

In 2004, Church Ranch received a permit for gravel 
extraction f rom the Rocky Flats Pit, located east of the 
Lakewood Br ick and Ti le operation on the north side 
of the west access road. As directed by the Colorado 
Division of Minerals and Geology in the mining permit, 
the Church Ranch mining plan stipulates that it wil l  
not expose groundwater. Mining activities wil l  stay a 
minimum of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004; 
Church Ranch 2004). 

WATER RIGHTS 

As discussed in the Water Resozwces section, the 
current water supply to  the Rocky Flats site will be 
terminated following the cleanup and closure of the 
existing facilities. The US. Government does not 
own water r ights on the Rocky Flats site. However, 
two outside entities do own water rights. The 
Smart Ditch and Irr igation Company owns water 
rights through the Smart Ditch f rom Rocky Flats 
Lake (west of the site) to  the D-2 Pond in the 
southeast corner. The City and County of 
Broomfield owns water rights in the Upper Church 
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City's incorporated boundary directly abuts the site. A 
large area immediately south o f  Rocky Flats and east o f  
Highway 93 has been annexed by the City and is 
planned for residential and mixed development (see 
Section 2.10 - Reasonably Foreseeable Activities). This 
area, known as the Vauxrnont property, is currently 
vacant and used for livestock grazing. 

Nor th  of Arvada, the Ci ty o f  Westminster is located 
directly east of Rocky Flats. However, most of the 
western portions o f  Westminster's incorporated area 
consist of open space. Residential land uses begin about 
1.5 miles east of Rocky Flats. 

T h e k i t y  and County of Broomfield is located 
immediate1y:east and northeast of Rocky Flats. The 

.. .areasttothe east is dominated by open space associated . 

*.I. Other' portions of this'area are planned for development '- 

. ,  

..,. 
, 

I ' 

:. : 

, . . . .  I . . . . ' ,:!.'with.Great,Western,Reservoir and undeveloped land. 

... .< ' . ' I  

.... ., ( 7  c:, 
.. . 

. I  

. :.. . 
. <  ' ... . 

supporting office complexes. An existing office complex 
is located about A mile northeast of Rocky Flats on the 2 
north side of Highway 128. 

The Town of Superior is north and northeast of Rocky 
Flats' northeastern corner. Exist ing residential land 
uses are about '/4 mile north o f  Rocky Flats and future 
residential developments are proposed for the area. 
Superior's town center is located about 2 miles north of 
the Rocky Flats boundary. 

WOMAN CREEK RESERVOIR AUTHORITY 

The Woman Creek Reservoir Authority is a separate 
unit of government composed of the cities of 
Westminster, Thornton and Northglenn. The Authority 
constructed the Woman Creek Reservoir in 1996 t o  
prevent the flow of surface water f rom Rocky Flats into 
Standley Lake, a drinking water source for several 
communities (CDPHE 2003a). The Woman Creek 
Reservoir Authority owns the reservoir and some of the 
land surrounding the reservoir. 

OPEN SPACE 

The Rocky Flats site is surrounded on three sides by 
designated open space. These open space lands are 
owned and managed by seven differentjurisdictions and 
are described in detail in Section 3.10. 

OTHER NEARBY LAND USES 

The Colorado State Land Board manages state land in 
Section 16 immediately southwest of Rocky Flats. 
Portions of Section 16 have been mined for clay 
and aggregates and most of the land is leased for 
grazing livestock. 

The DOE'S National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
operates the N W T C  immediately northwest of Rocky 
Flats. This facility is used for research on power- 
generating wind turbines. 

Denver Water owns a large tract of land about 1 mile t o  
the southwest o f  Rocky Flats along the west side of 
Highway 93 from Highway 72 south t o  Ralston 
Reservoir. While portions o f  this land are used for 
water collection and distribution facilities, most of it is 
undeveloped. This property includes a potential 
reservoir site in Leyden Gulch (Bassett 2002). 

Two companies, T X I  and LaFarge, operate'gravel 
mining and processing facilities on t w o  separate but 
contiguous sites in the northwest corner of'Rocky 
Flats site and'on adjacent privately owned$land. The *. . ' , 

.mining: faci1ities:consistof surface,:'excava$obs; :. 
. : : , I  I .  

. .  . 
. .  . ... materia I .conveyors, rai l  .I i,neS~and.pr&essing: faci I 

Jefferson County Airport  is located,about 2. miles east of 

. ;- , 

. . ,  . . . . . . .  a : . - +  ,., . , . 

. .  
. .  

, .  I < . /  P .  ., . .  
(DOE-NREL2002). . 8 

c1 : . .  , . , I : ; . .  , 

' . :  ~ 

Rocky Flats. Airport  runways are aligned in a 
northeastkouthwest configuration. Aircraft takeoff and' 

Rocky Flats site (DOE-NREL 2002). 
landing patterns currently do not pass directly over the 

~ 

3.10. OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND TRAILS 

Rocky Flats is surrounded on three sides by designated 
open space. While some of these open space parcels 
restrict public use, others provide a network of 
recreational trails that are connected to  the surrounding 
communities (Figures 22 and 23). 

CITY OF BOULDER OPEN SPACE AND MOUNTAIN PARKS I 

The City o f  Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks 
(BOSMP) owns and manages several large open space 
parcels near the northern and western edges o f  Rocky 
Flats. BOSMP lands along the northern edge o f  Rocky 
Flats extend from near the middle o f  Rocky Flats t o  the 
west along the Boulder/Jefferson county line for  over 4 
miles to the top of Eldorado Mountain. These lands are 
collectively referred to as South Boulder Open Space. 
Within Jefferson County, BOSMP also owns the Jewel1 
Mountain and Van Fleet properties to  the west of Rocky 
Flats between Highway 93 and Coal Creek. 

BOSMP lands offer a network of soft-surface trails 
available for hiking, mountain biking and equestrian 
use. The Flatirons Vista and Greenbelt Plateau 
trailheads are located about 1 mile f rom Rocky Flats t o  
the northwest near the Highway 93/128 intersection. 

334 
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BOSMP is working with several other organizations to  
protect and restore the Coal Creek riparian area that 
runs through their properties near Rocky Flats. 
Restoration activities include fencing to  control 
livestock, stream channel restoration, wetland 
restoration and monitoring. Small mammal trapping 
along Coal Creek has revealed several occurrences o f  
Preble's meadowjumping mouse (BOSMP 2002). 

BOULDER COUNTY OPEN SPACE , 

Boulder County owns several open space parcels on the 
north side of Rocky Flats between the Town of 
Superior to  the east and BOSMP lands to  thewest. 
These holdings include the' Lindsay, ZachariasTThomas 

'Recrea?ional access to  
.: sto' the'north 'and " " _ . .  

.. , 
The' Coalton Trail provides recreational:a'ccess,(hiking, 
biking and equestrianluses) to the County open space 
lands northeast of Rocky Flats. The trai l  connects to 
the Rock Creek Trail in the Town of Superior. 

! '  

The wlLite-ta,iled jack ,rabbit i s  found o n  the Refuge. 

JEFFERSON COUNTY OPEN SPACE 

Jefferson County owns and manages several parcels t o  
the west and southwest o f  Rocky Flats. The Ranson- 
Edwards property immediately west of Rocky Flats 
extends from Coal Creek to  the west. Coal Creek 
Canyon Open Space is located along the south side of 
Highway 72 about 2 miles west of Rocky Flats. 
Jefferson County also owns several conservation 
easements in this area. White Ranch Open Space is 
located about 3 miles to  the southwest of Rocky Flats. 

The 2,807-acre Coal Creek Canyon Park currently has 

surrounding the future management of surrou 
publicly owned properties, including Rocky Flats and 
Denver Water properties, Coal-'C6ekrs.Management '; 
Plan;'recommends postponingkrail . . .  anki'facility.' . . 
development for 5 t o 7  years.(JCOS2001). ' ' 

no developed trai ls o r  facilities. Due to  uncertainty , ' . .  _ ,  , , ., , 

. .  : ( .  

'. 
. .  . .  

CITY 'OF ARVADA OPEN SPACE ' 

, . : l a  

The C i ty  of Arvada owns several openspace parcels 
about 2 miles south of Rocky Flats. These pa.'rcels are 
around Arvada Reservoir, along Leyden Gulch, and in 
the area between the two. A network of paved and 
unpaved trails runs throughout the Ci ty of Arvada, 
including the unpaved Leyden Gulch trai l  located about 
1.5 miles south o f  Rocky Flats. 

The City has identified additional t ra i l  corridors south 
of the Rocky Flats site that would provide potential 
linkages between Arvada and the Refuge (City of 
Arvada 2001). Proposed trails include the following: 

Leyden Gulch Trail - This extension of an 
existing t ra i l  wi l l  cross Highway 93, 
providing access t o  Jefferson County open 
space. It wil l  be open to  hiking, biking and 
equestrian users. 

Big Dry Creek- The trai l  wi l l  follow the Big 
Dry Creek from Standley Lake to Highway 
93 and would border the Refuge's southern 
boundary. A proposed trailhead for the Big 
Dry Creek trai l  wi l l  be '/amile south of the 
Refuge's boundary. The hiking and biking 
t ra i l  could also link the Refuge to the 
proposed Vauxmont Park. 

Barbara Gulch Trail- This trai l  wi l l  extend 
from the Highway 72/93 intersection to the 
Ci ty of Arvada. The trailhead a t  the 
intersection would be an important hub in 
an alternative transportation route (e.g., 
bike commuters) along Highway 93. 



Jeffco Trail - The City's master plan also 
identifies a proposed Jeffco t ra i l  along 
Church Ditch which runs north-south 
between the Refuge and Standley Lake. 

CITY OF WESTMINSTER OPEN SPACE 

The C i ty  of Westminster has several open space 
properties to  the east and southeast of Rocky Flats. 
These properties include the Colorado Hil ls Open 
Space and Standley Lake Regional Park. Colorado 
Hi l ls  includes a soft-surface trai l  between Mower 
Reservoir and adjacent residential areas. Standley 
Lake,is a regional destination for boating, 
swimming and picnicking. This pa rk  is also a focal 

. . I .  point.,foc,Arvada and Westminster's paved, - . . 

.'.. ; greenway trai l  systems.:,The city's.soft,surface ' ' 
:, :Walni$ Creek Trai l ' ter ates less than.2.miles 

:. .:from: Rocky F1ats':eastei'h boundary'and. is open. to  
.. - . ( 8  hiking and biking:The trai l  could provide a. ; ' ' 

:potential link between the Refuge, surrounding 
'Communities'an'd the Westminster t ra i l  system. 

, 

. .  

CITY AND COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD OPEN SPACE 

Directly east of Rocky Flats, Broomfield owns the 
Great Western Open Space lands surrounding its Great 
Western Reservoir. This area consists mainly of former 
grazed or cultivated fields. The City and County o f  
Broomfield considers Great Western Open Space to  be 
a highly suitable receiving site for prairie dog 
relocation (City and County o f  Broomfield 2001). The 
establishment of a large prairie dog town a t  Great 
Western Reservoir Open Space would likely attract a 
greater number o f  raptors and other predators to  the 
area and may encourage the expansion of prairie dogs 
in the eastern portions of the Refuge. 

TOWN OF SUPERIOR OPEN SPACE 

Superior's open space is located across Highway 128 at 
the northeast corner of Rocky Flats, on the east side of 
McCaslin Boulevard. A network of paved trails 
throughout Superior's residential neighborhoods 
connects to the Rock Creek Trail, which continues to 
the northeast into Broomfield (Superior 2001). 

3.11. VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual resources at Rocky Flats can be placed 
under three general categories: views of the Rocky 
Flats area from surrounding communities, views 
from Rocky Flats to surrounding landmarks, and 

internal views. Disturbed areas a t  Rocky Flats are 
also a component of its current visual character. 

VIEWS FROM SURROUNDING AREAS 

Situated on a high, sloping pediment, the Rocky Flats 
site lies a t  the base of the Front Range of the Rocky 
Mountains. This area is commonly referred t o  as the 
Front Range mountain backdrop and consists of 
various ridges and peaks including South Boulder 
Peak, Eldorado Mountain, Crescent Peak and the 
Ralston Buttes. Beyond the mountain backdrop are the 
Indian Peaks, which are intermittently visible f rom 

The Rocky Flats area, includi'ng.the-.Refuge and . ' ' . 

surrounding open space 1ands;:defines the:b' 

area,'where urban and suburba es -1. ' .? .. - ... I. . . : 
..: . .. . . ,  .,.( , : . .. 

,. I. Rocky Flats and surrounding communities. . . !  . .  
. .  . .  

. .  ~. . . . : ; , I :  
: I  . 

. -. 

' northwestern boundary. of ttie D 
. . . . . , .. . ~ . , . ... ~ , ,  1 . . ,.. 

way 'to open grasslands that,sloEe,,u@ into ,the craggy 
".forests of the mountain backdro@.:,Vjews,to,Rocky Flats . ', , 

capture a range of landscapeltybes. as,the grasslands . 1 .  

, ,  , :. 

give way to  the ponderosa draped foothills and on to  
the towering Rocky Mountains..This view.can be 
appreciated from many areas throughout the Denver 
metropolitan region. 

VIEWS FROM ROCKY FLATS 

Several notable views from the Refuge characterize the 
site's visual quality. These views, both internal and 
distant, are enjoyed from some of the high points along 
the pediment in the western and central portions of the 
Refuge. The view of the Rock Creek drainage and 
Lindsay Ranch from the east is one of the most 
str iking views from the Refuge. 

While Rock Creek offers topographical relief and 
vegetative variety, the Lindsay Ranch structures reveal 

In 
c 
- 
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the site's history Beyond these immediate features, the 
high peaks along the Continental Divide are visible 
through Eldorado Canyon. From the upper Walnut 
Creek area looking east, the mixed grassland prairie 
and riparian areas in the eastern portions of the 
Refuge are backed by Great Western Reservoir and 
the communities and open plains beyond. Several high 
points in the southern portion of the Refuge provide 
distant views to the southeast of Standley Lake and the 
downtown Denver skyline. 

INTERNAL VIEWS 

Internal views a t  Rocky Flats are generally 
characterized by the open grassland landscape. While 

affected by traffic on the highways adjacent to  these 
locations. Because traffic volumes are higher on  
Highway 93, noise levels are higher on the western 
perimeter than a t  other locations. Noise levels are 
lower on the southern perimeter because Highway 72 
is farther f rom the site boundary. Wind generators a t  
the N W T C  also generate noise. While the site is 
undergoing cleanup and building demolition, 
construction noise near the Industrial Area is 
considerably louder than ambient conditions. Noise 
levels vary wi th the type of cleanup activity. Rocky 
Flats is typically a very windy location and wind noise 
contributes to  the overall ambient noise levels. 

Noise levels decrease away f rom acea highways, site 
, ,  -' .'the majority of the site is composed of large ex . ,  . . , . ,  . . 

. &  ' , %. ' 'of uninterrupted-grassland, distlnct vegetation 
I ,  .. . 1  -9 '.;: drainages (i:e:i cottonwoods'and'upland shrubs 

, . ' , ' . '  ..varied.topography'present additional.visua1 r e  
. i "  ' . .Numerous drainages and gullies.slope steeply . . ,  t o  the .:"' .'' 
, . .  .. . *  ' ' ' ,east where the f lat pediment top.gives way to.more, '.' 

. ,  

I .  

. ;..:, ',, . , (  

. . ,  ' .  
:., rolling grasslands. This terrain provides numerous 

opportunities for scenic overlooks with commanding 
views as well as secluded pockets wi th intimate views of 
the Refuge landscape. 

DISTURBED AREAS 

Visual resources a t  Rocky Flats are affected by 
facilities associated with mining and former weapons 
production on the site. Currently over 70 miles o f  
maintenance and access roads occur on the Rocky 
Flats site (including Refuge land and area to  be 
retained by DOE). While these roads are generally not 
visible f rom surrounding areas, they interrupt many of 
the internal views a t  Rocky Flats. 

The buildings and facilities within the Industrial Area 
are visible throughout the site and are a visual 
landmark f rom surrounding areas. Prior to the 
establishment of the Refuge, these facilities wil l  be 
removed and much of the current Industrial Area wil l  
consist of restored grasslands. While the industrial 
nature of this area wil l  change, it wil l  continue to  
compromise internal views and will be a visual 
reminder of the former facilities for several years. Over 
the long term, as grassland restoration begins to  take 
form, D O E  envisions a visually "seamless" division 
between the Refuge and the former industrial site that  
wi l l  be retained by DOE. 

3.12. NOISE 

Existing noise levels vary widely across the Refuge. 
Noise levels on the north, west and east perimeter are 

. . .,- 
De'nver Metropolitan Area for air Guality planning 
purposes. .,For. many years, the Denver metropolitan 
are'a has experienced carbon monoxide, ozone, and 
particulate matter air pollution as well as visibility 
problems. These conditions have recently improved, 
however, and the Denver area is now in attainment of 
most of EPA's health-based standards for air quality 
wi th the exception of ozone (EPA 2002). Ozone levels in 
the summer of 2003 violated standards (CDPHE 2003). 
Regulatory requirements may control the t iming of 
certain natural resources management activities, such 
as prescribed burning, which requires a permit from 
the state. 

Air quality is monitored a t  five air monitoring stations 
operated by the CDPHE.  Two of these stations are 
located j u s t  off-site a t  the northeast and southeast site 
boundary along Indiana Street, downwind of Rocky 
Flats. A l l  criteria air pollutants are below state 
standards. It has not been determined whether the air 
monitoring stations wil l  be removed following cleanup 
of the site. 

3.14. SOCIOECONOMICS 

POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

The population in Jefferson County grew from 438,430 
in 1990 to  527,056 in 2000 (US. Census Bureau 2002), 
an average annual increase of about 1.8%. Jefferson 
County population is expected to  increase about 0.75% 
annually f rom 2000 to  2015, while the state population 
is expected to  increase by 1.7% annually (Colorado 
Department of Local Affairs 2002). 
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Rocky Flats is located in Jefferson County's Nor th  
Plains Community Planning Area, which also includes 
portions of Westminster, Arvada, Golden and 
unincorporated areas. Within this planning area, the 

average annual increase of about 2% (Jefferson County 
2002). About 95% o f  the Nor th  Plains population 
consider themselves to be white (compared to  83% 
state wide), while about 5% consider themselves to  be 
Hispanic o r  Latino in origin (Jefferson County 2002). 

EMPLOVMENT 

The average unemployment rate for  Jefferson 
County in 2001 was 3%, while the state average was 

Bureau o f  Economic Analysis. 2002. Regional Accounts 
Data: Local Area Personal Income. 
http://w.bea.doc.gov/reg iona I/reis/action.cfm 

Flats Pit, Permit number M-1987-113. 

C i ty  and County of Broomfield. 2001. Final 

population grew from 8,453 in 1990 to  10,194 in 2000, an Church Ranch* 2004' Technical Revision to Rocky 

Dra f t  Policies for Prair ie Dog Conservation 
and Management. 

Trails and Open Space Plan. Prepared by 
Ci ty  o f  Arvada. 2001. C i ty  of Arvada Parks, 

. EDAW. . 

CitY.of'Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks 
. .  

' 

, .  . ' ,  I . 3.72% (Colorado Department o f  Local Affairs, 2002).' Department. 2002. Rocky Flats E I S  : 
. , .. I .  .,..:*, i ' , .  ..?. . .  ' 
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. In 2000, the services sector emp!Oyed~'79,317~?, .! '; Scop(ng..Respo,nse:, Sharp-tailed Groyse. 

models: black tailed prairie dog: Biological 
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, . I t . .  I ), :.:, s 2 : ,; f, I . . .  

. I. . .  . ' . , .' ,workers while the retai l  trade sector'eniployed!:" ,: ". ' 

. .  
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. ' (  . %  Report 82 (10.156): 1,-21. U.S. Fish and' . ._ 
. .  , , I . .  

.. I ' . . . . .  
.* . 

.. I , , INCOME 
. 

In 2000, per capita personal income was $36,442, a 
5.6% annual increase since 1990. Total personal ' 
income in Jefferson County was $19.3 billion in 
2000, up from about $9.4 billion in 1990, reflecting 
an average annual growth rate of about 7.5% 
(Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002). The largest 
sources of work-related personal earnings by 
industry were services (16.1%), government (8.3%). 
and manufacturing (7.9%). Retail trade accounted 
for about 3% of the total personal income in 2000. 
Transfer payments, dividends, interest and rent 
accounted for 22% of personal income in 2000 
(Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002). 
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Chapter 4. 

4.1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides an analysis of the potential 
effects on environmental resources associated with the 
implementation of each of the four management 
alternatives for the Refuge. Potential impacts were 
identified for each alternative based on a review of 
relevant scientific literature, previously prepared 
environmental documents for Rocky Flats, and the 
best professional judgment of Service staff and other 
resource specialists. 

This chapter is organized by resource, and provides an 
analytical comparison of the alternatives; Many of the 
potential management actions and resource impacts 
are similar between the alternatives, but the 
discussion differentiates impacts where applicable. 
Resource impacts are discussed according t o  the 
management goals and the appropriate types o f  actions 
or activities associated with those goals. For example, 
the discussion of impacts to  vegetation associated with 
Goal 1 - Wildlife and Habitat Management includes the 
potential effects associated with Preble's Habitat 
Management, Xeric Tallgrass Management, Mixed 
Grassland Prairie Management, and other 
management actions. No t  all goals, objectives, and 
accompanying management actions are applicable to  
each resource; therefore, only those that are relevant 
for a particular resource are described. 

Discussions are organized consistent w i th  the goals, 
objectives, and strategies described in Chapter 2. 
General topic areas include: 

Wildlife and Habitat Management (Goal 1) 

Public Use, Education, and Interpretation 
(Goal 2) 

Refuge Operations, Safety, and 
Partnerships (Goals 3 to  6) 

A summary of the impacts discussed is provided a t  
the end of Chapter 4 in Table 21 - S u m m a r y  of 
Environmental Comequences. 

The Refuge Act (Appendix A) directs the Service to  
consider "the characteristics and configuration o f  any 
perimeter fencing that may be appropriate o r  
compatible for  cleanup and closure purposes, refuge 
purposes, o r  other purposes." Fencing options and 
their impacts are discussed in Section 4.15 - Fencing 

The potential effects of managemeiLt activities on I !  '. ''8 , s :' ' ' . 
wildlife and habitat are analyzed f o r  each alternative. . . ' 

Coiuideratioiu. A n  assessment of the potential 
effects that  nearby transportation improvements could 
have on Refuge resources, as well as recommendations 
to mitigate those effects, is found in Section 4.16 - 
Possible Il-ansportatio?a Improvements Near the 

alternatives conform wi th  the Refuge goals is included 
in Section 4.1 7 - Adherence to Pluwaing Goals. 

. Refzbge. A n  assessment of how the proposed 

METHODS 

Effects are evaluated a t  several levels, including 
whether the effects are adverse o r  beneficial, and 
whether the effects are direct, indirect, o r  cumulative 
wi th other independent actions. The duration of effects 
also is used in the evaluation of environmental 
consequences. 

Direct effects are those where the impact on the 
resource is immediate and is a direct result o f  a 
specific action o r  activity. Examples of a direct 
effect include the effect of t ra i l  construction on 
vegetation along the trai l  o r  the effect of hunting 
on wildlife. 

Indirect, o r  secondary, effects are those that are 
induced by implementation actions, but occur later in 
t ime or  farther removed from the place of action 
through a series of interconnected effects. Examples 
of indirect effects include the downstream water 
quality effects f rom an upstream surface disturbance, 
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Biological controls would be used as a weed 
management tool i i ~  all altemzatives. 

or the impact that recreational use along a t ra i l  may 
have on nearby plant communities (through the 
periodic introduction of noxious weeds). 

A cumulative effect is defined as "the impact on the 
environment which results f rom the incremental impact 
of the action when added to  other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal o r  non-federal) o r  person 
undertakes such other actions" (40 C F R  1508.7). 
Reasonably foreseeable future actions independent of 
the CCP for the Refuge are described in Section 2.9. 

Impacts are often described in terms of their context, 
intensity, and duration. Table 20 - Impact Threshold 
Definitions, at the end of the chapter, defines the 
intensity levels (negligible, minor, moderate, and major) 
for each resource. The duration of effects are described 
as either short term or long term. Short-term effects 
would persist for a period of 3 to 5 years, and would 
consist primarily of temporary disturbance due to 
habitat restoration or facility construction and 
subsequent revegetation efforts. Long-term effects 

would last more than 5 years after project initiation, 
and may outlast the 15-year life of the CCF? Many long- 
te rm effects consist of long-term benefits to wildlife 
habitat resulting f rom habitat management actions. 

4.2. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Previous studies and available information on 
geologic and soil resources at Rocky Flats were used 
to  identify potential effects f rom alternative actions. 
Potential effects were qualitatively and quantitatively 
evaluated based on the types and amount of land- 
disturbing activities for each alternative. I mpacts to  
geologic resources are not discussed because none of 
the alternatives would affect geologic features or  
resources. Actions of concern for soils include those, 
likely to.generate erosion and reduce soil 
productivity o r  actions tt iat promote soil stability and 

. reduce.soi1 loss. , , . . . . _  

WILDLIFE'AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Xeric Tallgrass Managernend 

Alternatives A, B, and C would include prescribed 
f ire as a management tool for maintaining native 
prairie habitat and controlling weeds. In addition, 

Graziiig avid prescribed f ire  would be m e d  ,in 
Altenacitives A, 13, and C to restore and ,maintain 
xeric tcillgrass grasslands. 

. I  

, ,  
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Alternative B would allow livestock grazing. When 
used as habitat restoration tools, both prescribed 
f ire and grazing would temporari ly reduce 
vegetation cover in a treatment area. These 
restoration tools usually stimulate new plant growth 
and increase the vigor o f  existing plant communities. 
However, the use o f  these restoration tools has the 
potential t o  result in localized, short-term erosion, 
soil loss, and the release of soil particles (dust) into 
the air. A potential minor effect on soil erosion from 
prescribed f i re  in Alternative A would be l imited t o  
the Rock Creek Reserve. Alternative D would not 
include the use of burning or  grazing and would not 
have the potential soils impacts resulting f rom use of 
these tools: 

Concentrations.of all soil contaminants are low 

. .  . .  . I , .  - . ,  . .  . .  . .  . .  
' .  

. . :, . . .  , .  :. . .i throughout ,,the .Refuge;and prescribed f ire could be 

_ ,  & .  . , .  Although contaminant concentrations are low 
. . . .. . used safely anywhere on the Refuge (Appendix D). 

,. . . throughout the Refuge, they are slightly higher south 
of the east entrance road (Figure 4). Prescribed f i re 
would not be used in this area (Figure 10). 

Mixed Prairie Grasalanda Management 

Restoration of 300 acres of non-native grassland in 
Alternatives B and C may result in a short-term 
minor disturbance of soil resources during site 
preparation and planting. Following establishment 
of native grasses, soil protection and productivity 
would be maintained long term. There would be 
no effect to  soil resources if non-native vegetation 
is not restored under Alternatives A and D. 

Concentrations of all soil contaminants are low 
throughout the Refuge, and safety precautions 
during habitat restoration activities probably 
would not be needed (Appendix D). Final safety 
requirements to address any remaining soil 
contamination for any surface or subsurface 
disturbance on Refuge lands wil l  be identified in 

Alternative B - 26.3 miles; 13 stream crossings 

Alternative C - 25.7 miles; 13 stream crossings 

Alternative D - 24.3 miles; 6 stream crossings 

(While Alternative C would have fewer roads and trails 
overall, the length of road to  be revegetated in 
Alternative B is greater than Alternative C because in 
Alternative B, a new trai l  segment would replace the 
existing road in the Woman Creek drainage. See 
Figures 25 and 26.) 

Road restoration efforts would include ripping, 
grading, o r  other methods to, remove.the existing., 
roadbed and prepare the area for planting. Although 
restoration would be confined primari ly to  the , 
existing disturbed road prism,.soils adjhcent t o  the! b !  :; 3 '.. .I : ,: . 

road may be disturbed resulting in minor;-short-term :,,.'; ";' ::.. ' . ' - a  

revegetation and planned use of erosion control . ' 
measures, such as mulching and water bars t o  control 
water flows, would minimize impacts. The greatest 
potential for soil erosion from roads would occur in 
Alternative A, which l imits road restoration to  the 

soil disturbance and erosion;.. However, successful *-. , . 

Wildflowers siich us blzie flux w e  foiLnd in Refuge grassluwds. 

the Corrective Action DecisionlRecord of Decision 
discussed in Chapter 1. It is anticipated that DOE 
will retain any lands that have institutional controls 
on agricultural practices such as tilling. 

Road ReatoraCion and Revegetation 

Excluding the area retained by DOE, the Refuge 
currently has 56.5 miles of paved, graded, o r  two-track 

Rock Creek portion of the Refuge. Thus, a number 
of the existing roads would remain in place but would 
not be maintained, resulting in moderate long-term 
soil erosion. A long-term moderate benefit to  soil 
resources would occur for  Alternative A in the Rock 
Creek Reserve and Alternatives B, C and D Refuge- 
wide by stabilizing and revegetating roads that would 

roads and numerous road stream crossings. The length 
of roads and number of stream crossings that would be 
removed and revegetated in each alternative are: 

Alternative A - 11.9 miles; 7 stream crossings 

no longer be needed. 

hid f i g  Management 

Prairie dog communities are dynamic and vegetation 
and surface conditions often vary from year to  year. 
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Additionally. the enhanced nutrient cycling from prairie 
dog activities can stimulate plant growth and can 
contribute to soil stability. However, limited soil 
surface erosion may occur in each of the alternatives 
from the potential expansion of prairie dog 
populations. Through grazing, prairie dogs often clip 
vegetation to allow better visibility of their 
surroundings; therefore, the amount of bare soil is 
typically greater than surrounding lands. Exposed 
soils are more prone to wind and water erosion. 

Alternative A would have the greatest potential for 
direct soil impacts with unlimited expansion of prairie 
dog populations, followed by Alternative D with 1,000 
acres, Alternative B'with 750 acres, and Alternative 

::. C with 500 acres. Therloss of soil resources for 
. . >:,.* : Alternatives B,.C;a'nd'D..would be minor and would 

' ' 

not adversely affect!soil productivity. .. Soil loss from ' f 

. .. ., unlimited-expansion of prairie dog populations in 
'. . ' ' .  ' Alternative'Kwould range from minor to moderate, 
:: . i. depending;on the size and distribution of the colonies..;' 

. .  , : 

.I. . 

. 4  

Concentrations of all soil contaminants are low 
throughout the Refuge (Figure 4), and are not present 
in subsurface soils in the areas that will become the 
Refuge. Burrowing by prairie dogs on Refuge lands is 
not expected to expose contaminated soils. 

DOE will be responsible for management of the DOE 
retained area, and such management is not discussed 
in this CCP Any requirements to limit burrowing 
animals in the DOE retained area will be identified in 
the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision. 
If burrowing animals are required to be prohibited in 
the DOE retained area, the Service will cooperate 
with DOE to minimize potential for burrowing 
animals to invade DOE the retained lands from 
adjoining refuge lands. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION, AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use Facilities 

New Trails. For Alternatives B and D, the 
construction of new trails would result in localized 
soil disturbance, including erosion and reduced soil 
productivity. Alternative B has 4.6 miles of new trail, 
while Alternative D has 6.4 miles of new trail. 
Reduced soil productivity would be a long-term 
minor effect, but erosion would be minimized by 
revegetation efforts and the use of appropriate 
erosion and drainage control measures. Alternatives 
A and C do not include new trails and would have no 
effect on soil resources. 

Trails Converted from Existing Roads. I n 
Alternatives B, C, and D, the conversion of existing 
roads to trails (11.9 miles in B, 0.6 mile in C, and 14.9 
miles in D) would result in minor localized soil 
disturbance and erosion during construction. 
However, these trails would be constructed within the 
existing disturbed roadway and the total amount of 
exposed soil would be less than current conditions 
following conversion from a roadway to a trail and 
revegetation bordering the trail. The short-term 
construction-related impacts to soils would be 
reduced by implementing trail design features such 
as water bars and tread resurfacing, resulting in 
negligible long-term effects. 

The multi-use switchback trail proposed for the'upper -: I '  . . .  . . ' .  

replace the existing steep roadsgrade.: Construction.ofl 
this trail and.planned restoration of the:existing road .., 

7 '. , <  . ,  , .. . 
. .  , . . .  , 

Woman Creek drainagezin Alternatives B and D.'would- 

.would have a' long-term beneficial effect to soil 
resources by.reducing erosion:? ' c  '.?..::' 

I ,..,.( _ , ' . .  . , 

. k... , , ,  .; . .  . .  
. .  . .  

. .  
Trail Use. Alternatives 6 and D would allow hiking, as 
well as bicycle and limited equestrian use along multi- 
use trails. Trail use by hikers, bikers and equestrians 
typically have the potential to cause soil compaction 
and erosion (Seney 1991; Dehring 1998). Several 
studies indicate that while all trail users cause soil 
impacts, they can be more pronounced by equestrian 
use (Dehring 1998; DeLuca et al. 1998; Cole and 
Spildie 1998). Some studies indicate that the erosional 
impacts of bicycles can be less than either equestrians 
or hikers (Weir 2000; Seney 1991). 

Most of the multi-use trails in Alternatives B and D 
would be located on flat, dry areas that are less 
susceptible to the erosional impacts of public use. In 
addition, most of the trails would be located along 
existing stabilized roadways. Activities such as trail 
use have the potential to release dust into the air. 
Concentrations of all soil contaminants in the areas 
planned for trail use are low and trail use on Refuge 
lands would be safe for all Refuge visitors, regardless 
of user type. Informational signs would convey the 
history of the site. Final safety requirements to 
address any remaining soil contamination for any 
visitor use on Refuge lands will be identified in the 
Corrective Action DecisionlRecord of Decision 
discussed in Chapter 1. Any safety requirements for 
visitor use on Refuge lands required in the Corrective 
Action Decision/Record of Decision will be discussed in 
the step-down Visitor Use Plan. The Service would not 
require visitors to sign an informed consent statement. 



The DOE does not anticipate transferr ing any lands 
to the Service that would require additional safety 
requirements for either the Refuge worker o r  the 
visitor. The r isk assessment efforts that  resulted in 
the cleanup action level were inclusive of Refuge 
management activities such as t ra i l  and fence 
construction and maintenance, visitor use, and 
prescribed f i re and were designed t o  be safe for  the 
Refuge worker, Refuge visitor, and the 
greater community. 

Impacts t o  soil resources would be negligible to  
minor over the long te rm with planned trai l  design, 
erosion control measures and revegetation o f  areas 
adjacent t o  trails. Off-trail pedestrian use would be 

v) 

w 

limited to select locations; the development of.socia1 : : 
trails would be'managed through signage;fencing 
and othe'r visitor management techniques:..,:. ' ' -e " 

No formal trails would be.developed in.Alte$natjve A !, 
and the impacts to  soils f rom occasional .guided tours 
would be negligible. Alternative C would likewise. 
have negligible impacts to soils f rom a single short 

. ,  * ,. . .  . , , , .  . .  , . ., ,. . . \ .  . .. , . , ..". 

1 

. .  ' : I ' I '  

trai l  along an existing road. 

Visitor Use Facilities. In Alternatives B and D, the 
construction of a visitor contact station, parking 
facilities, and overlooks would require soil excavation, 
grading, and other surface disturbances. Temporary 
increases in soil erosion would occur in these areas, 
resulting in direct, short-term impacts to  soils. The 
anticipated extent of soil disturbance due to facility 
development in Alternatives B and D is: 

Alternative B - 1.1 acres 

Alternative D - 1.4 acres 

A long-term loss in soil productivity may occur f rom 
construction of visitor-related structures. The impacts 
of these activities on soils for all alternatives would be 
negligible considering the small area of the Refuge that 
would be affected. Soil disturbance in Alternatives A 
and C would be minimal because the only facility would 
be a portable restroom. 

REFUGE OPERATIONS 

Each alternative would include the construction of 
maintenance facilities to support Refuge operations. 
There would be a long-term negligible loss in soil 
productivity for construction of these facilities and 
possible short-term erosion during construction. New 
surface disturbances would be minimized by locating 
these facilities in areas of existing disturbance. 

Before and after photos of road restoration initiated by 
DOE iit 1999. 

Estimated areas potentially affected by facility 
construction for each alternative are: 

Alternative A - 0.13 acre 

Alternative B - 0.24 acre 

Alternative C - 0.17 acre 

Alternative D - 0.25 acre 

Fence ConaErudion 

Permanent o r  temporary fencing may be used 
throughout the Refuge. Concentrations of all soil 
contaminants are low throughout the Refuge, and 
safety precautions during fence construction on 
Refuge lands probably would not be needed. Final 
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safety requirements t o  address any remaining soil 
contamination for surface o r  subsurface disturbance 
on Refuge lands wi l l  be identified in the Corrective 
Action DecisionlRecord of Decision discussed in 
Chapter 1. Safety requirements for  surface o r  
subsurface disturbance on Refuge lands required in 
the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision 
wil l  be discussed in the step-down Vegetation and 
Wildlife Management Plan. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Mining 

Potential future gravel mining along the western edge 
of the Refuge may lead to erosio 

' :  surface,mjnes'and 'access roads.';: 

. , , .  
. :,' deposjtion, f rom theconstructio 

. , . .  - 
, .  

. . .  
The Service would work w i th  the mining operators 
and the appropriate regulatory agencies to  minimize 
and mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition 
on the Refuge. 

4.3. WATER RESOURCES 

Effects to water resources were evaluated based on 
existing information on the distribution and quality of 
water a t  the Refuge and the potential for Refuge 
activities to  impact water resources. Water resource 
impacts from Refuge activities would be related 
primarily t o  potential impacts to water quality rather 
than changes in surface or  ground water flow, which are 
expected to  be minor. As  described in the Future 
Hydrological Conditions section of Chapter 3, the 
cleanup of Rocky Flats by DOE will result in several 
changes to existing water resources including the 
removal of discharge ponds, subsurface drains, and 
eliminating the import of water. Because these changes 
would occur prior t o  Refuge establishment, the analysis 
of impact t o  water resources for each of the alternatives 
is based on post-cleanup hydrologic conditions. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Prebk'a Habitut M a n a g e  

Planned protection and maintenance of riparian habitat 
along Rock Creek, Walnut Creek, Woman Creek, and 
the Smart Ditch in all alternatives would provide a 
long-term benefit t o  water resources by keeping intact 
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the vegetation buffer surrounding principal drainages 
on  the Refuge. 

Road R e m  * andRevegetaCion 

Road Removal. In al l  alternatives, the Service would 
remove and revegetate many of the existing roads 
and road crossings of streams. The  extent and 
location o f  this restoration would be greatest fo r  
Alternatives B, C, and D and would be least for  
Alternative A, which l imits restoration to  the Rock 
Creek Reserve. Alternative A would restore seven 
stream crossings, Alternative D would restore six 
stream crossings, and Alternatives B and C would 

Most streams a t  the Refuge are ,e,ph,emer,al:or ', - 
' intermittent and restoration activities wo,$d be ." 
conducted .when the streams are'dry to:minjmiie:the ' 

I direct introduction of sediment. 'Planned revegetation. " 
and stabilization of the stream charye1 
the potential for stream sedimentation 
precipitation events. Removal of road stream crossings 
would have a long-term beneficial impact on water.  
quality by removing a source of erosion and sediment ' 
delivery. Benefits would include improved natural 
stream flows, restored channel morphology, and 
improved continuity of streamside wetland and riparian 
habitats that benefit riparian and Preble's habitat 
management goals. Additional benefits f rom improved 
streamside habitat conditions would include bank 
stabilization and the retention and removal of 
sediments and pollutants f rom the water. Alternatives 
B and C would provide the most benefit because a 
greater number of stream crossings would be restored 
than in Alternatives A and D. 

Road removal and revegetation at locations outside of 
the stream corridor may result in minor, short-term 
impacts to  water resources due to  erosion and 
sedimentation during and immediately following 
restoration. However, these restoration activities 
would result in long-term benefits to  water resources. 
Indirect benefits f rom road restoration include an 
overall improvement in downstream water quality. 

In Alternative A, many of the existing roads outside 
of the Rock Creek Reserve would not be revegetated 
or  maintained. Erosion of these roads over t ime may 
contribute sediment to streams a t  Rocky Flats, 
resulting in minor to  moderate adverse effects to  
water quality. 

Lindsay Ponds. In Alternative C, the Lindsay Ponds 
would be removed and the stream channel restored to 

. .  restore 13 stream crossings. ( 3  

. ., k',, . , . . . , .  , , .  

% . .  .:'> ; 
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Overbrowsi7ig by deer or elk m a y  in7,pact riparia?& aqid 
stwubland vegetntioiL irL Alternative A. 

pre-settlement conditions. Removal of the Lindsay 
Ponds would result in the long-term loss of aquatic 
habitat, water storage, and sediment removal 
functions currently provided by the ponds. However, 
restoration of the native stream conditions would 
return the site back to i ts original condition. The 
Lindsay Ponds would continue to  function as they 
currently do under Alternatives A, B, and D with no 
effect on water resources. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use Facilities 

"rail Use. In al l  alternatives, most of the trai ls 
would be located away f rom drainages and water 
features and only negligible effects to  water quality 
are likely. Alternative D would include an east-west 
multi-use trai l  along Walnut Creek. The close 
proximity of this t ra i l  t o  the creek may lead to  social 
trails and localized erosion. Impacts t o  water 
quality f rom t ra i l  use in Walnut Creek is expected to  
be negligible. 

OE-W Use. Off-trail use would be permitted in the 
southern portion of the Refuge in Alternatives B and 
D. While concentrated off-trail use is not expected, the 
potential for  sedimentation of water bodies f rom off- 
t ra i l  use is negligible over the long term. 

Visitor Use Facilities. Construction activities involved 
in developing parking areas, overlooks, viewing blinds, 
and other facilities may result in indirect, short-term 
impacts to  water resources due to  erosion and 
sedimentation. The extent of facility development and 
corresponding impacts would vary among the 
alternatives, wi th Alternative C having the least ~ . 
potential for  impact and Alternative D having the !. 

greatest potential for impact. Considering the ' . '  : 
relatively smal,l..amount o f  facility development 'and. 

water resources a t  Refuge 

., , . I .  

': 1 

d,istance from water featu ' 
.., 

.., . ... . 

.. . 
: .+ .  ' A .  Mining .., 

Future mining along the western edge,of,the Refuge 
has the potential t o  alter surface and gkound water 
flows in the upper Rock Creek drainage. These 
changes may adversely affect surface runoff in Rock 
Creek and ground water discharge along the pediment 
slopes, which in turn may affect riparian and Preble's 
habitat, establishment o f  a native fishery, and the type 
and quality of vegetation communities. Proposed 
management actions associated with implementation of 
the CCP a t  the Refuge would not contribute 
measurably to  the cumulative effects on water 
resources from mining. 

The permi t  .for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats P i t  
includes stipulations that mining wi l l  stay a minimum 
of  2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church 
Ranch 2004). However, the permits for  the Bluestone 
Pit and the Lakewood Br ick and Ti le operation do not 
have stipulations about groundwater. Therefore, 
these operations may potentially impact base flows in 
the Rock Creek and Walnut Creek drainages, which 
are downgradient of these operations. 

DOE M m M n g  and Maintenarcce 

As described in Section 1.8, the DOE retained area 
would include areas in the eastern portions of Rocky 
Flats where residual contamination levels are low 
enough to  be safe, but still warrant protection of water 
quality in Walnut Creek and Woman Creek. These 
protection measures would ensure that long-term 
monitoring and maintenance activities within the D O E  



Blanket flower. 

retained area will not adversely affect water quality on 
the Refuge. 

4.4. VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation management would be a key component to 
managing wildlife a t  the Refuge. Wildlife and 

vegetation communities are interrelated; the quality of 
wildlife habitat is affected by vegetation management, 
and the quality o f  vegetation is affected by wildlife 
management. Potential impacts t o  vegetation were 
evaluated based on the management goals for  each 
alternative and the potential t o  disturb vegetation, 
change species composition, o r  change the quality of 
the vegetation community. For some actions, such as 
road restoration, effects to  vegetation are quantified 
based on the number of acres restored. For other 
actions, a qualitative assessment of effects to  
vegetation was made. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

~Preble'aHairi tutMaruwM ' . 

.* . . 
woody riparian vegetation. These actions would result 
in long-term benefits to  the composition and integrity of 
riparian and wetland habitats on the Refuge and 
continued protection of suitable Preble's habitat. For all 
alternatives, the maintenance and protection of Preble's 
mouse habitat would have a beneficial effect on riparian, 
wetland, and shrubland vegetation communities. 

Ungulate Exclusion. Riparian and wetland habitat 
management in Alternatives B, C, and D would include 
the option t o  use fencing to  selectively exclude grazing 
and browsing animals f rom sensitive riparian areas. 
Limiting grazing and browsing would be a long-term 
benefit to  the structure and integrity of the riparian 
communities a t  the Refuge, but would only be 
implemented if monitoring indicates resource damage. 
In Alternative A, the Service would not implement 
these measures, and use by ungulate and other grazing 
animals may result in moderate, long-term adverse 
impacts to  riparian and shrubland vegetation in some 
locations. 

,Monitoring. Vegetation surveys conducted in 
Alternative c would provide long-term benefits to 
riparian communities through periodic assessments of 
riparian habitat condition. Alternatives A, B, and D 
only include species composition data wi th Preble's 
monitoring, which have negligible value in managing 
riparian habitat. 

Xeric Tallgrass Management 

In all alternatives, the Service would complete a 
vegetation management plan and participate in 
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regional efforts to  implement tallgrass prairie Management actions for weed control and habitat 
conservation measures. These actions would provide restoration outside o f  the Rock Creek Reserve 
indirect, long-term benefits t o  the xeric tallgrass would be limited in Alternative A, which may result 
community by improving the Service's understanding in minor t o  moderate adverse impacts t o  mixed 
of the community's species composition, allowing grassland prairie. This approach may result in long- 
implementation of successful restoration techniques, t e rm habitat degradation to  the mixed grassland 
and appropriate responses to  management concerns. prair ie communities outside of the Rock Creek 

Reserve because o f  a reduced capacity to  manage 
Other components o f  xeric tallgrass management these areas and respond to  management issues. 
would focus on weed management and road 
revegetation (discussed below under Road Restoration All alternatives would use mowing to  help maintain 
mzd Revegetation). Managing weeds and revegetating mixed grassland prairie habitat, but only Alternatives 
abandoned roads also would result in long-term A, B, and C would use prescribed fire. In Alternative 

. . A, prescribed f ire would be limited to the Rock Creek 
' Reserve: ,Alternatives A and D would exclude grazing 

, .  benefits to  the xeric tallgrass community. , . ,. I..' , i t . .  ' 

A l l  alternatives would use mowing,. kan ,  ecological restoration tool. The absence o 
. . xeric tallgrass habitaF,'but . oniy,Al t  ,... razing :for Alternatives'A and:D and the absenc 

C would, use prescribed,fi rescribed f i re for Alternative D would make 
. , .. .,...,. . . prescribed firei'and othe 

discussed in gi'eate,(:detail.below unker Wee,atl,, .. -,. of-mixed.grassland communities and would. h 
Manugemint.' Altejnatives A,and:~.:would..exclude . ' fi'inor:to mode&e adverse effkct, bepending 
grazing as an ecological restoration.too1,. .The.absence . 

of grazing for Alternatives A and D and the absence o f  
prescribed f i re for Alternative D would make it more In Alternatives B and C, the Service would restore 
difficult to  maintain the species composition'and health the 300-acre hay meadow and other non-native 

~ 

tools arbe . '' ' ' , .' difficult to'maintain the'species composition an 

.. . of other management tools. 
. . .  

. . .  '. '" , 
. .  

of tallgrass prair ie and would have a minor to 
moderate adverse effect on the xeric tallgrass 
community, depending on the  effectiveness of other 
management tools. 

In Alternative A, the Service would focus grassland 
management efforts on  about 1,000 acres of xeric 
tallgrass habitat in the Rock Creek Reserve. 
However, management of those Portions of the Xeric 
tallgrass outside o f  the Rock Creek Reserve (about 
950 acres) would be limited to weed containment, 
which includes controlling the spread of existing 
weeds rather than reducing overall infestations. This 
reactive approach to  grassland management may 
have long-term, moderately adverse effects on the 
xeric tallgrass communities outside of the Rock 
Creek Reserve. 

Mized Grassland Prairie M a n a g d  

Management of shortgrass and mixed grasslands 
would include weed control efforts, restoration of non- 

dog management, and species reintroductions. While 
other management measures specific to mixed 
grassland prair ie communities are not anticipated, the 
application o f  these measures would provide for long- 
te rm beneficial protection and maintenance of these 
native grasslands. 

grasslands to  native mixed grass prairie. This would 
have a long-term, beneficial effect to the 
environmental integrity of the Refuge by restoring a 
native grass ecosystem. A short-term increase in 
erosion and weed infestation is possible, but 
appropriate management actions would be used to 
reduce these impacts. The hay meadow would 
remain in Alternative A and D and non-native 
grasses may expand their distribution and degrade 
adjacent native grasslands. 

Road Restoration and Revegetation 

In al l  alternatives, road and stream crossing removal 
and revegetation would result in long-term benefits 
to  vegetation communities on the Refuge by restoring 
native plant communities, reducing erosion, and 
reducing habitat fragmentation (Table 11). The 
removal and revegetation of roads and stream 
crossings would include diligent weed control and 
erosion control measures to restore large, contiguous 
patches of grassland habitat and uninterrupted 

patch sizes of undisturbed vegetation reduce the 
potential for weed introduction and the spread and 
propagation of 
addition to the benefits of wildlife movement and 
distribution as described below in Section 4.5 Wildli$e 
Resozwces. Alternative C would provide the greatest 

native hay meadows (Alternatives B and c ) ,  prairie corridors of riparian and wetland habitat. Large 

plant communities in 
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Table 11. Road Restoration and Average Vegetation Patch Size Following Revegetation 

Vegetation TypelAction 

. , ' .  . . <  
. . ,  

3 ,:I . , I .  

. .  
. . . , , . . . . . . . , . 

. .  
. .  I 

. .  
Area of road restored (acres) 46.2 ' ' 

Average Vegetation Patch Size 

,... , i..: ..,. '.:. 
benefit because o f  the amount of road restoration, 
followed by Alternatives B and C. Alternative A 
would provide the least benefit. 

The removal of roads and stream crossings for all 
alternatives would result in a minor, short-term 
impacts to vegetation during excavation, grading, 
construction, and revegetation activities. In addition, 
road restoration may result in minor impacts t o  
wetlands where road crossings are removed and the 
stream channel restored. The result of these actions 
are expected to  have a long-term beneficial effect on 
wetlands by restoring the natural stream channel and 
establishing wetlands where hydrologic conditions 
are suitable. 

The Service wi l l  comply w i th  Section 404 o f  the Clean 
Water Act should impacts to  wetlands require 
permitting. Wetland impacts would be mit igated as 
required by the U.S. A r m y  Corps of Engineers. In 
Alternative A, seven road and stream crossings 
would be removed in the Rock Creek Reserve. 
Alternative D would have the least beneficial effect to  
riparian and wetland vegetation by removal o f  six 
road stream crossings. 

Weed Managerrtent 

The Service would prepare an Integrated Pest 
Management (I PM) plan in Alternatives B, C, and D. 
I P M  planning would enable the Service to develop a 

targeted weed management strategy that would result 
in long-term benefits to  vegetation communities by 
controlling or reducing weed infestations on the 
Refuge. While the Service would implement I P M  
techniques in Alternative A, an IPM plan would not be 
completed and a moderate long-term adverse effect to  
vegetation communities outside o f  the Rock Creek 
Reserve may occur in the absence of a detailed plan. 

The intensity of weed management efforts and the 
different tools including chemical control, prescribed 
fire, biological control, and mechanical control would 
vary between the alternatives. In general, successful 
weed management efforts would benefit vegetation and 
wildlife habitat a t  Rocky Flats by increasing the 
diversity and vigor of native plant species. The 
magnitude of the impacts and benefits of the following 
weed management tools would correspond with the 
intensity of the efforts. In Alternative A, weed 
reduction targets would apply only to the Rock Creek 
Reserve, although weed control outside of the Rock 
Creek Reserve would occur. The use o f  weed control 
only outside of the Rock Creek Reserve for Alternative 
A would likely increase weed density in currently 
affected areas and may make it difficult to implement 
weed containment actions. 

Chemical Control. Using herbicides to  control weeds 
would provide a long-term benefit to  native vegetation 
communities by reducing weed competition, 
maintaining desired species composition, and 
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improving production of grasses and sedges for all 
alternatives. Herbicide application may result in short- 
term, minor impacts on native grasses and sedges from 
physiological damage and reduced growth for the first 
growing season after application. However, native 
vegetation in application areas would be expected to 
recover from the effects of herbicides and increase 
production of grasses and sedges in subsequent 
growing seasons (DOE 1999). 

Prescn'bed Fire. The grassland communities at Rocky 
Flats have evolved with f i re  over millennia. Natural 
grassland fires rejuvenate grassland by controlling 
exotic weed species, rempving, plant litter, a,nd. . . 
stimulating new plant growth.' While fire'has generally 
been limited from the site over the,last 50 to 75..yeays, 

use of prescribed fire would have a short-term, 
beneficial effect on vegetation communities by 
improving plant vigor, controlling weeds, and 
maintaining desired species composition. The timing of 
prescribed fire is critical to promoting desirable plant 
species and controlling weed species. 

The indirect, long-term benefits of prescribed fire 
include the reduction of hazardous fuel loads that can 
contribute to uncontrolled wildfires. Prescribed fire 
would not be used as a restoration tool in Alternative D 
or in Alternative A outside of the Rock Creek Reserve. 
The lack of fire as a restoration tool would have a 
moderate adverse effect on the ability to maintain 
native plant communities, control weeds, and reduce. 

. .  
~ 

. .  . s.;. *- h,h ; 2 
c ., i'."" :,*;:, I :... . .. .. < , > . . .  

, :  the potential for wildfires. ., : 

. . , .  , 
. . .  I 

:periodic,wildfires due to lightning strikes or'human: 7 . "  I ' s  : I . .  

. insect predator to control nori-native weeds' wouid.. 
., . benefkialiy affect native'p!antzommuniti,es by .;,, . 

,controlling weed distribution for all alternatives ... F 
example, in all alternatives the Service would distr 
the field bindweed mite, a biological control agent, to 
appropriate locations. However, biological control 
methods have the potential to adversely affect native, 
non-target plant species. The remote potential for 
these adverse impacts is offset by the benefits of using 
a weed management tool that is self-sustaining and 
reduces the need for herbicide application. 

, caused ignition hace &curred gt Rdcky Flats. p&iodit' Biologid.Contm1. The introduction,of a non-native,,; )++ .  ' 

hiidfires tb bbcui Bt, Rocky. Flats Over 
.,the long term.. In th,e.evenrqf unplanned fires, the : 
. ,service will work with.locaI~~a'g~ncie~:(thr~ugh mutual 

aid agreements) t o  aggressively suppress the 
unplanned fires. 

Prescribed fire is a restoration tool:that would simulate 
the ecological benefits of natural fires and reduce the 
magnitude and severity of periodic wildfires. 
Prescribed fires would be conducted in accordance 
with approved vegetation management and fire 
management plans, Service policy, and state air 
quality regulations. In Alternatives A, B, and C, the 

. I  

). 

contml. The use Of mowing and Other 

Prescribedfire i s  CL restoration tool that wodd be used in Altentatives A, B, u?id C to improve plawt vigor, coiitrol ,weeds, 
and mai?ttaiu species comnpositioii. 



mechanical methods to  control weeds as part  of an 
overall I P M  strategy would provide an additional 
weed management tool for all alternatives. Although 
mechanical control would not introduce chemicals into 
the environment, they may result in adverse impacts 
to  vegetation communities, such as the dispersal of 
weed seeds, soil disturbance, and direct impacts to  
native plants within treatment areas. However, the 
potential adverse effects of mowing are generally 
offset by their benefits. 

Grazing. Alternatives B and C would include selective 
grazing by cattle, goats o r  other livestock, which would 
have a beneficial effect on vegetation communities.by :, 

reducing the number and density of weed species and, , 

stimulating native.plant growth: A secondary benefit ot .. 
selective grazing would,be ,weed control.: Grazing may ;: 
also result in short-te6m:impacts.to wildlife, particularly.' 

e 
f 
8 

elk, due to competition for limited 
benefits of managed grazing, such 
enhancement and weed control, a! 

forage. However, the ' 
as grassland . 

-e expected to have .' 
' long-term beneficial effects on grasslands. ' Alternatives 

A and D would not include grazing and would not 
realize the potential benefits of weed control. 

Weed Mapping. Al l  alternatives include annual 
mapping of weed patches and treatment sites. This 
management tool would provide long-term benefits to  a 
variety of vegetation communities on the Refuge by 
allowing Refuge staff to  respond t o  new infestations and 
adapt weed control strategies based on past experience. 

Interior Fencing. In Alternatives B and C, the Service 
would construct interior fencing t o  control and collect 
wind-dispersed tumbleweeds. While this may increase 
weed establishment near the fence, it would result in 
long-term overall benefits to  a variety o f  vegetation 
communities a t  Rocky Flats. No interior fencing would 
be used for Alternatives A or D, and weed dispersal for 
species such as diffuse knapweed may be greater. 

Deer and Elk Management 

In all alternatives, the Service and/or CDOW would 
maintain deer and elk populations to meet target 
population estimates for the Refuge. This is expected 
to reduce the potential for overgrazing or  overbrowsing 
of vegetation, resulting in long-term benefits to 
grassland and shrubland communities on the Refuge. 
Alternative A does not specify a timeframe for meeting 
target population goals. The potential for minor 
adverse effects to  vegetation f rom overgrazing would 
be greatest for  Alternative A followed by Alternative B 
and then Alternatives C and D. 

The Sem'ce avid CDOW zoould work together to manaye 
deer arid elk populations. 

Al l  alternatives call for monitoring o f  ungulate- 
induced degradation of vegetation, although the 
frequency, methods, and detail of monitoring would 
vary among the alternatives. Monitoring would 
provide an indirect benefit to  grassland and 
shrubland communities by enabling the Service to  
more readily respond to deer and/or elk overgrazing 
or  overbrowsing. 

Pmirie Dog Management 

Management o f  prair ie dog populations for 
Alternatives B, C, and D would include confining 
their range to  short and mixed grasslands and non- 
native grasslands. In Alternative A, prair ie dog 
populations would be allowed to  expand subject to  
natural habitat and predator controls. Under natural 
conditions, xeric tallgrass habitat does not provide 
suitable prair ie dog habitat because of the tal l  height 
o f  the grass and the stony soils. Riparian 
communities are too moist and/or vegetation is too 
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tal l  to favor prair ie dog establishment. However, 
prair ie dogs have been known to  colonize these areas 
when they have been degraded by drought, weeds, o r  
accumulated thatch, which can lead to  additional 
habitat degradation and further colonization 
(Hygnstrom e t  al. 2002). 

If necessary, to  protect important vegetation 
communities f rom the potential impacts of prairie dog 
colonization, all alternatives would t rap  and relocate 
prairie dogs from riparian areas. Prair ie dog 
exclusion from these habitats would benefit the long- 
te rm viability of riparian communities and still allow 
develogment of sustainable grairie doq colonies. In 

e 
2 
Q 

. .  ~ 

I .  . r .  - 
. _ I  . 

' . . Alternative A, the capture and relocation of. prairie ; ' ', : n d S  would be desigiied to m i n i m i z e  impacts to wildlife. 
. .  

~ r., 

. / ,  ' 

/ '  ,.:-. , , , .  
, . . . ,  . ,  

, . . , . % , . . A  
om riparian areas would!occur only in the R$k' " : 1. 'i 

rve. :Alternatives . . .  .\.., B ,C, and D wot$d .also, cteri;tics of'vege(ation co 
irie'dogs to . .  protect'xeric tallgras<lhabi$ are planned foi Alternati I .  

.. . . , . . .  , . . , .  , , . , . .. I . . , 

, ,,, ._.  , . .. The ,expansion o f  prairie.dog populations inzAlternaJive. 
, .  ;: ' ,.. A may have'minor t o  modecate.adverse effects on ;:"$' 

. native plant communities, depending on the extent of 
prairie dog dispersal. A shif t  in vegetation composition 
for portions of the Refuge is possible. In Alternatives 
B, C, and D, limits on prair ie dog expansion are 
expected to have a minor adverse effect on species 
composition and distribution. 

, .. 

Species ReintroducCions 

The planned removal of the Lindsay Ponds in 
Alternative C would affect about 1 acre of open water 
and adjacent wetland habitat. Restoration of the native 
stream channel is expected t o  replace some of the 
affected wetlands, but no open water habitat would be 
created. If the removal of the Lindsay Ponds requires 
a 404 permit and wetlands are affected, the Service 
would mitigate replacement wetlands in accordance 
with Service policy and permitt ing requirements. 
None of the other alternatives would affect wetlands or  
open water at the Lindsay Ponds. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use Facilities 

New Trails. Implementation of Alternatives B and D 
would result in the direct long-term loss of vegetation 
from the construction of new trai l  segments within the 
xeric tallgrass and mixed grassland prairie communities 
(Figures 24 and 26). The area of disturbance from 
constructing these trails is 3.7 acres for Alternative B 
and 6.5 acres for Alternative D (Table 12). The loss of 
vegetation for both of these alternatives would be minor 
and would not adversely affect the overall quality and 

. I  

there would beno disturbance to vegetation 
communities (Figures 23 and 25). 

, .  

In'Alternatives B and D, several trails would cross 
' '  

through riparian and wetland habitat areas sensitive t o  
disturban,ce. Alternative B woul'd have 11 such 
crossings, while Alternative D would have 18. A l l  t ra i l  ' 
crossings would use existing culverts, bridges, o r  low- 
flow crossings to  minimize effects t o  vegetation. 

Alternative D includes a new, 0.2-mile hiking trai l  
connecting the Lindsay Ranch area and the Plum 
Branch within the Rock Creek drainage. This short 
trai l  would descend through mixed grassland prairie 
along the pediment slopes adjacent to  an area 
dominated by shrublands including the rare tall upland 
shrubland community. Only minor adverse effects to 
these shrubland communities are expected with careful 
trai l  design and placement. 

Trail Use. Public t ra i l  use on the Refuge in 
Alternatives B and D would have the potential to  
adversely impact surrounding vegetation 
communities by: 

' 

Development of social trails 

Localized trampling and erosion 

Soil compaction 

Introduction and dispersal of noxious weeds 
and other introduced species 

Fragmentation of habitat 

While there is disagreement in the scientific and 
recreation communities about the specific effects of 
various t ra i l  uses, the Service recognizes that, in 



Vegetation Type 

Xeric Tallgrass Grassland 

Other Grassland 

Riparian and Wetland 

TOTAL 

Area of Impact (acres)l 

Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

- 0.5 0.01 0.08 

- 0.6 - 1.3 
- - - - 

- 1.1 0.01 1.4 

Table 12. Vegetation Disturbance Associated With New Trail Construction 

Segment 
Length 

(ft.1 

Xeric Tallgrass Impact 
(acres)$ 

Mixed Grassland Impact 
(acres)$ New Trail Segment Map IDt  
- 

B 
- 

D 
- 

A 
- 

B 
- 

C A 

0.9 

0.1 

0.4 
_ _  
- 
- 
- 

1.4 

0.6 

0.4 

0.8 

0.5 
- 
- 
- 

' 2.3 

0.6 

0.4 

0.8 

0.5 

0.1 

0.4 

0.5 

3.3 

Rock Creek Loop 

Upper Woman Creek switchbacks 

South ridge through trail 

Southeast loop connection 

South ridge loop 

Lindsay Ranch-Plum Branch connection 

North boundary connection 

TOTAL 

4,180 

1,487 

6,551 

1,580 

4,909 

1,012 

2,166 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

. 7  

. I  

. .  . . . . ._ , 1 
1 Shown in Figure 25 and Figure 27 * .  I .  

< -  . ' . .. .. 
. .  . . .  

t Area calculated asiuming a 15-foot impact width during c 
- = Noirn~act.  ' . . '  I 

uction, (does.+Finclude trails converted from existing roads): , ' 

i . ;., :: . . I . , . ( .  . . .  1 ,.. , : . . .  < 
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L .  
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In Alternatives B and D, the Service.would monitor the, ... .. 8 , .  ,. , , . '  . .' > '  . . ,  .1. 

impacts o f  public use on  riparian communities..". .:, .' ' ' . . 

Monitoring would provide a long-term benefit to  
riparian habitat by allowing the Service t o  effectively . 

respond t o  impacts and implement appropriate 
management measures. 

Off-trail Use. Seasonal off-trail use in Alternatives B 
and D may result in localized vegetation trampling, the 
development of social trails, and increased weed 
dispersal in the southern portion o f  the Refuge 
(Figures 24 and 26). The extent and severity of these 
impacts may be increased by consistent off-trail use of 
specific areas, o r  by large groups of visitors. Impacts 
would be minimized by restricting off-trail access to  the 
non-growing season. As  a result, only minor, long-term 
effects to  vegetation are anticipated for off-trail use in 
Alternatives B and D. 

No off-trai l  publ ic use would be allowed under 
Alternatives A and C, and there would be no effect 
to  vegetation. 

, 

. ,  . . ,  . . .  . 
- . *. . f. 

. .  genera1,:sbciai its and'tram'pling,are typically . 
I . . , . , .. 

associated with 'h ihng'and equestrian use, while weed . ? ' ., 

dispersal can be exacerbated along'multi-use trails 
where bicycling and equestrian use is permitted 
(Weir 2000). Bicycles have the'potential to carry and 
disperse weed seeds on the bike itself, while horses 
may introduce noxious weed seeds from off-site in 
their manure, hooves, and coat (Weir 2000; 
Benninger-Traux e t  al. 1992). Soil compaction 
associated with public use o f  social trails, especially in 
the case of equestrian use (Swinker et al. 2000), can 
hinder the re-establishment of native vegetation 
(Dehring 1997). 

Public use of Refuge trails in Alternatives B and D 
may result in localized, long-term effects to  
vegetation communities near trails. However, wi th 
appropriate t ra i l  maintenance and visitor use 
management, the overall effect of public trai l  use on 
vegetation communities would be minor. The limited 
t rai l  use in Alternatives A and C would have a 
negligible effect on vegetation. 

I' 

Table 13. Vegetation Impacta from Public Use Facilities 



Visitor Use %adtieas. Construction of public use and 
Refuge management facilities in Alternatives B, C, 
and D would result in minor impacts to  the vegetation 
communities at Rocky Flats. New facilities would 
include parking areas, trailheads, restrooms, 
overlooks, viewing blinds, visitor contact facilities, and 
interpretive facilities. Disturbance to vegetation 
communities from specific facilities in Alternatives B, 
C, and D would be small (Table 13). The central 
parking and trailhead area in Alternatives B, C, and 
D would be primarily in a previously disturbed area 
of xeric tallgrass grassland north of the Upper 
Church Ditch. Additional indirect impacts may result 
from social trails, trampling, and weed infestations 

:'::. ,. , . 
associated with public use of the parking and 
trailhead areas... Construction of most of these 

.. 1 I .  

_ I .  . .  . . . , :facilities would resu1t.in.a minor,Jong-term loss o 
. .  vegetation, but effe 

,'. ' ; visitors to develope 
' facilities in previous1 eas and directing ' . . .  

. .  
1 .  , .  

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS 

R e w e  Operaciorcs 

Maintenance Facilities. In all alternatives, the 
Service would construct a maintenance facility within 
degraded portions o f  the xeric tallgrass community 
to minimize effects. This would be a stand-alone 
facility in Alternative A; in Alternatives B, C, and D, 
the maintenance facility would be co-located with 
visitor use facilities (described above). The area of 
permanent impact for  a maintenance facility would 
be less than 1 acre for  all alternatives. 

The construction o f  maintenance facilities would 
result in a minor, long-term loss of vegetation in the 
xeric tallgrass community. Additional, indirect 
impacts may result f rom social trails, trampling, and 
weed infestations associated w i th  the ongoing use o f  
the facility. 

Partnerships 

Regional Coordination. In Alternatives B, C, and D, 
the Service would meet annually wi th nearby open 
space managers and landowners to  coordinate 
resource management strategies. Coordination of 
Refuge resources and management issues with 
adjacent land managers would likely result in long- 
term benefits to  vegetation communities. The 
sharing of knowledge between agencies and other 
landowners would result in more effective and 

Monitoring Preble's meadow jumping mouse populations 
within the ripariaiz habitat 

efficient vegetation management, including weed 
control, habitat restoration, and f i re management. 
The coordination of management strategies would 
help ensure that resource management strategies 
off Refuge do not conflict wi th o r  counteract 
management actions on the Refuge. Alternative A 
would not realize these benefits. 

Research. In alternatives B, C, and D, the Service 
would identify information needs and consider 
proposals for compatible scientific research on the 
Refuge by staff o r  external researchers. The Refuge 
presents many opportunities for targeted research on 
various resource management issues. This research 
would result in indirect benefits to  wildlife and habitat 
on the Refuge by improving the Service's base of 
knowledge for management and decision-making. 
Alternative A would not realize these benefits. 
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Invasive weeds such as  Dalmatian toadj1a.x can dominate native plant communities. 

" .  .. , 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Mining 

Potential future mining along the western edge of the 
Refuge would result in major, long-term impacts to  the 
vegetation communities in those areas, due to  major 
habitat disturbance and the encroachment of weed 
species. About 264 acres o f  xeric tallgrass grassland 
and 16 acres of riparian habitat may be lost o r  
disturbed within the permitted mining areas. These 
vegetation communities may eventually be re- 
established following mining, but reclamation would be 
a long-term effort. 

The deposition of windblown soil f rom mining areas has 
the potential to  adversely impact adjacent vegetation 
communities by  burying native plants and by providing 
a foothold for noxious weed infestations. The Service 
would work wi th the mining operators and the 
appropriate regulatory agencies to  minimize and 
mitigate the effects o f  windblown soil deposition on the 
Refuge. Management actions on the Refuge would not 
add to  the adverse cumulative impacts f rom mining. 

The permit for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit 
includes stipulations that mining wil l  stay a minimum 
of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church 

Ranch 2004). However, the permits for the Bluestone 
Pit and the Lakewood Br ick and Ti le operation do not 
have stipulations about groundwater. Therefore, these 
operations may potentially impact riparian vegetation 
communities in the Rock Creek and Walnut Creek 
drainages, which are downgradient of these operations. 

Urban Developmertt 

Urban development adjacent to  the Refuge to  the 
south and west has the potential to  adversely impact 
vegetation communities on the Refuge by contributing 
to  the spread of noxious weeds on  the Refuge. The 
process of urban development typically creates large 
areas of vacant, disturbed land as it is prepared for 
future development. These areas are prone to  
invasions of noxious weeds and in turn can become the 
source of subsequent infestations on the Refuge. 
These cumulative effects can be reduced by minimizing 
the size and duration of disturbed land during 
construction, developing and implementing a weed 
management plan, and if possible, incorporating into 
development plans a buffer of native vegetation 
between the Refuge and development areas. 

The Service would work wi th local jurisdictions during 
the the land use and development planning process t o  
minimize the impact of adjacent urban development on 
Refuge resources. 



secondary benefits to  riparian wildlife species such as 
raptors, numerous songbirds, voles, and other riparian 
rodents. This section addresses environmental 
consequences of Preble's habitat management on 
general wildlife resources; direct impacts o f  Preble's 
habitat management on Preble's and other threatened 
and endangered species is discussed in the Threatened 
and  Endangered Species section. 

. . .. 
. . ,  . . . .  . .  ,. .., .. , , . .  
, . , . . .  
!* . .  . . a ' > ,  , 

.The intemity of weed rnanageinent efforts 

. .  'The"Refuge'wil1 surroundlthe DOE retained area on ail .I 
sides:. 0ngo'ing.monitoring-and maintenance activities ' : 

within the DOE 'retaine,d area may include ground 
disturbing activities that  would be prone to  noxious 
weed infestations. While the Service wil l  provide the 
D O E  recommendations on revegetation and natural 
resource management, the Service does not have 
decision-making authority on these matters. 
Therefore, the DOE retained area does have the 
potential to adversely affect vegetation communities on 
the Refuge through the spread of noxious weeds. 

4.5. WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Potential effects t o  wildlife species were evaluated 
based on the anticipated types of actions and 
disturbances associated with each alternative. 
Quantifiable impacts to  wildlife are not readily 
predicted, but inferences can be made based on  the 

' ' 

amount o f  habitat lost o r  gained, changes in the 
quality of the habitat, and known wildlife response t o  
human activity and other disturbances. Potential 
effects to  wildlife were refined further by input from 
regional wildlife specialists, the knowledge of Service 
and consulting biologists, previous studies at Rocky 
Flats, and published information. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Preble'a Habitat Managemmt 

All alternatives would protect and maintain Preble's 
habitat on Refuge streams, survey habitat to detect 
any degradation, and allow natural revegetation of 

Al ternat ive A would provide the  least benefit f o r  
Preble's and other wildlife. Th is  alternative would 
protect Preble's habitat, control weeds (wi th l imi ted 
herbicide use), and monitor the presence/absence o f  
Preble's, but provides f 
in general. 

1. Alternatives B, 'C, and D w 
I ,  

as .needed atid provjding 
populations: 'Thes.e mea 
adversely affect some s 
and access t o  habitat areas. However, fencing.to 
exclude ungulates from riparian habitat is not expected 
to  be widely used, if a t  all, so the expected impacts to  
other wildlife species are expected t o  be minor to  
negligible. These three alternatives would protect, 
maintain, and improve about 1,000 acres of Preble's 
habitat, providing a moderate benefit to  Preble's 
compared t o  the simple habitat protection in 
Alternative A. Alternative D would also establish a 
plan to  monitor trai l  use and recreation impacts on 
Preble's. Results f rom monitoring would indirectly 
provide moderate benefits to  other riparian wildlife 
potentially impacted by recreation and public use in 
sensitive habitats. 

, 

Maiiztain,ing target populations of deer a id  elk %~owld 
ensure healthy populafiions and lim,it habitat deyradation 

native species on abandoned roads. Habitat 
protection for Preble's in all alternatives would provide 



In all alternatives, the periodic presence of humans in 
riparian habitat during monitoring may disturb or 
temporarily displace individual animals. The extent of 
the disturbance would depend on the magnitude, 
intensity, and duration of monitoring. Alternatives C 
and D have the greatest potential to disturb riparian 
wildlife as a result of more extensive vegetation 
monitoring; however, because of the low magnitude 
and short duration of monitoring, short-term impacts 
would be negligible in all alternatives. No long-term 
adverse effects to wildlife are anticipated with planned 
levels of monitoring. 

Xeric Tallgrass Marucgement . _  

would monitor ecological conditions and provide long- 
term minor indirect benefits to wildlife. Alternatives 
A and D would have no monitoring and any short- or 
long-term benefits would not be realized. 

Mized Crassland prairie Management 

The only management activity specific to mixed 
grassland is related to grassland restoration. 
Alternatives B and C would restore 300 acres of 
monoculture hayfield and other areas to native 
grassland. These efforts would result in minor short- 
term impacts on wildlife species that use non-native 
grasslands or that,would be directly impacted by 
grading or removal of existing vegetation (such as 

' '  ':. The maintenance and improvement of xeric.tallgrass . , burrowing mammals). Ho,wever, revegetation efforts :. 
would improve and diversify habitat conditions for a.'i:':,."' 
variety of wildlife species; including,grassland birds 

. /  ' .  
. . . .  , .. 

would benefit native wildlife species in:all 'alternatives. .L : 
.-., . . .  1 , a . .  :::.Alternati&A would;manage 1.000 acres,'of ta 

.,' ::.' habitat; AlternativesB, C,'and D would mana 
. I  . .  ' I a acres of tallgrass habjtat.. '*. 

' <  : The short-term, minor, adverse impacts.of xeri 
management would be the same for all alternatives, , i., 

,; possibly including direct injury or mortality of wildlife . ., 
from weed control management strategies. Native . , 

wildlife, however, evolved with natural ecological 
processes such as f ire and grazing and have developed 
behavioral or physiological adaptations to survive these 
events. Other strategies such as mowing are not 
anticipated to adversely affect wildlife populations. 

:. 
. I  . .  

':, ..' 
, .  . .; 

Alternative A would have the fewest short-term adverse 
impacts and would provide the fewest long-term benefits 
for native wildlife by limiting xeric tallgrass 
management efforts to the Rock Creek Reserve. 
Prescribed fire would be used only within Rock Creek 
Reserve resulting in minor short-term adverse impacts 
and, because this tool would not be used Refuge-wide, 
long-term benefits also would be minor. Conversely, 
Alternatives B and C would have moderate short-term 
adverse impacts from restoration tools including 
prescribed fire and grazing, but also would result in the 
moderate to major long-term benefits for native wildlife 
by improving the quality of the habitat. 

Alternative D would manage xeric tallgrass grasslands 
Refuge-wide, but the tools available would be limited. 
Prescribed fire and large herbivore grazing are part of 
the natural functions of the prairie ecosystem and 
excluding these processes may indirectly adversely 
impact wildlife. Alternative D would have minor 
short-term direct impacts on existing wildlife and, 
because natural processes would be suppressed, would 
result in negligible to minor benefits t o  the native 
prairie wildlife community. Alternatives B and C 

, .  . . , ... 
~ "and native'burrowing mammals, .Alternatives B.and';C ' '  , ' . ,  . . . .  

would. provide direct long-term benefits to wildlife.at. ... ., 
the,.Refuge. .AlternativesA and D would not establish. I , ,  

. ,  . ,  
,.,L . .? .  
,. . ,  ' .. 

nativevegetation in'the existing hay meadow, and . 

benefits to native wildlife would not be realized. 

.',' 

Road Restoratiorc and RevegetaCion 

In all alternatives, varying lengths of existing roads 
and stream crossings on the Refuge would be 
removed and revegetated. The short-term impacts of 
these restoration efforts on wildlife would be 
negligible to minor, primarily affecting species such 
as burrowing mammals and nesting birds that may 
be directly impacted by construction and grading 
activities. Restoration efforts, however, would result 
in major long-term benefits to a variety of wildlife' 
species by reducing habitat fragmentation, increasing 
habitat patch size, and improving the overall quality 
and amount of wildlife habitat on the Refuge. In 
general, larger average patch sizes would have a 
positive effect on wildlife and habitat. Alternative c 
would have the most beneficial effect on patch size 
followed by Alternatives 6, D, and A (Table 11). 

Weed M a n a q d  

Developing and implementing an IPM plan involves 
various applications of weed control strategies and 
monitoring. Invasive weeds can dominate a native 
plant community, alter native habitats, reduce the 
suitability of the habitat for native wildlife species, 
and attract non-native species. Short-term adverse 
impacts of weed management on wildlife populations 
could include direct injury or mortality to individuals 
from the various IPM strategies (such as mowing, 
prescribed fire, and chemical control), depending on 

I68 



The Sewice'wouldrnonitor deer and elk populations and 
their imjacts on sensitiv'e.habitat areas. . , 

a .  

" .  . c  . !  : :  

, ,  . I  
. .  

. .  . . '  ~...;. ,.;, : i . ! . : j , : '  . I , , _ .  :>  % .. : : I  ,..I .; . ,,_ , . . . .. ' . , . .. , I  ~ . ,  :: : .  : ..,.. 
, .  

?,.Activities conducted duri,ng summer breeding or, ,, . 
0theK:active periods for wildlife.have,the greatest .. : 

potential for adverse impacts. Implementation of an.; 
I P M  plan would have long-term benefits for native 
wildlife species and communities on the Refuge 
including enhanced habitat quality and a reduction in 
non-native wildlife species. 

While the intensity of weed management efforts would 
vary between alternatives, the tools would be similar 
except neither Alternative A nor Alternative D would 
use grazing, and prescribed f i re  would not be used in 
Alternative D. Alternative A would use only limited 
prescribed fire in the Rock Creek Reserve. The 
difference in impacts between the various tools would 
be negligible. 

Large ungulate grazing of short, intense duration is a 
natural process in prairie ecosystems. Controlled 
grazing would have short-term minor impacts on large 
herbivores by reducing available forage, but would 
result in long-term moderate benefits to wildlife by 
restoring native grassland vegetation and processes. 

A compatibility determination would be required for 
any grazing program that provides an economic benefit 
to a private party. This would not be needed for a 
contract to use goats'for the purpose of weed control. 

Chemical control has the potential for secondary 
impacts caused by inadvertent application to non- 
target species or secondary poisoning effects. Al l  
chemicals would be applied according to strict state, 
Service, and EPA requirements and guidelines to  
minimize adverse effects. Prescribed fire may 
directly impact wildlife by temporarily displacing 
animals or disturbing important breeding or foraging 

. .  

' ;. 

areas; however, native grassland wildlife evolved with 
fire as an important ecosystem process and has 
adapted fire survival mechanisms and behavior. 
Biological control would be a low impact strategy, but 
would have inherent risks such as impacts to non- 
target species and introduction of  non-native 
organisms to the ecosystem. 

Implementation of Alternative A would have the fewest 
short-term adverse impacts and, conversely, would 
provide the fewest long-term benefits for native wildlife 
by limiting weed control efforts to the Rock Creek 
Reserve plus weed control outside the Reserve. . 
Alternatives B, C, and D would have the greatest 1 '  

short-term adverse impacts, but also would result in'' 

I n  Altetnatives B'and C;the establishment of inte 
fencing to collecf:weeds wou1d'have':minor' long-te 

Fencing would~cause minor Iong4e'rm impacts:by ' , 

altering the microhabitat, includ'ing'altering moisture ~ 

regimes, changing plant species tomposition,,,and 
establishing linear strips, or edges, of a perpetual early 
seral stage community. .These'edge effects would 
benefit some species and be detrimental to others. 
Weeds built up along fencelines also provide temporary 
cover for numerous bird, mammal and reptile species. 
Placing fences along existing edges such as trails or 
roads would minimize edge effects. 

Deer and Elk Managemerct 

Population Management. The concept of management 
for a target population level would be used for deer and 
elk populations on the Refuge. Target population levels 
would be established in coordination with CDOW to 
maintain an optimum number of animals that can be 
supported by their habitat without that habitat being 
significantly degraded. 

In all alternatives, the development and use of a target 
population would result in long-term benefits to deer 
and elk populations, other species, and their habitats. 
Establishing a target population level would allow the 
Service to be proactive in deer and elk management, 
maintain herd health in response to environmental 
variables including chronic wasting disease, and prevent 
or minimize the adverse effects of overgrazing and 
overbrowsing on habitat on which other species depend. 

Alternative A would not have a time frame for 
establishing and achieving population targets, but 
would implement population targets in accordance 
with other Refuge management priorities. 

, '  

the greatest longlterm benefits for native wildli I .  

, - i t .  *.! . , _ . , . . . .  1 , .  1. 

impacts by creating barriers for certain species. . . . . I , / : )  

. 



would r isk populations exceeding targets and degrading 
habitat before any control measures would be enacted. 
Population control activities under this alternative likely 
would be implemented after current herds have 
expanded. Thus, Alternative A would require greater 
initial population control (culling and hunting). 
Alternatives B, C, and D would establish a target 
population within 3 years. This schedule would permit  
the Service to  implement control measures in a t imely 
manner and minimize impacts to  vegetation and 
sensitive habitats f rom overgrazing. 

Monitoring. In addition to  monitoring,deer and elk 
impacts on  riparian and upland shrub:communities in all 

Wavy leafthistle. alternatives, Alternatives.B.and C also would include 
. . .  . : . ... monitoring of deerand elk populations and indices of . .  , . . . * . . . , .  . , . _ .  . . , .  

. .  ' .herd health. Monitoring in Alternatives A and D would '. :' 
. .  , ,. . . . .  . .  . .  . .  

. .  
. .  . .  

:.,: ... ,_ 7 .  ..,.,:Alternatives.B, C, and D .would establish.population ... id&tify':pbfehtial haditapd&diibatio" sf-&&"siti"& ihrGh: !' " I .'*; ' '  

ay'be inadequate to'obtain reasonable ' ' ' -  ' ' ' " 

l e is  for det&mini"$yiablb target ' 

>,:: . , i . I .  . .targets within 3 years w i th  the goal to achieve these. . ,';~~m;j:iiifies asiociat;d witti.g".ov~ra~~ndance of deer a _  , ,' . : ', r . ,  

i, ', : . ., . 
-:: ,. 

targets within 5 years. Several population control, 
. , methods would be used t o  achieve population targets ,, . , I . . , ' '  

. .  
. _ . .  . . . I  .:. _. .. . , including culling by Service staff:and public hunting. popu,afi~ns maintaining herd health. Without , 

Alternatives A and would not include public hunting reasonable target population estimates in Alternative A, 
. .  as a management tool. the Service may implement inappropriate population 

Population targets would be the same in all alternatives resulting in the inadequate Or unnecessary 

(deer and elk populations would be maintained a t  target 

the absence Of Other refuge goals) and the impacts to 
deer and elk herds on the Refuge would be similar in all 
alternatives. Maintaining population target levels would 
directly impact individual animals that are killed by 
culling or  public hunting, but would have negligible 
impacts on the overall population of the CDOW's 
Boulder Herd Management unit, in which the Refuge is 
located. Culling and hunting deer and elk would have 
minor, short-term impacts on the remaining herd. 

Of animals. 

levels below the maximum supported by the Refuge in In Alternative B, riparian and shrub monitoring would 
every two years, and annual deer and elk counts would 

abundance and density This level of 
monitoring would provide an adequate of deer 
and elk populations. However, monitoring in 
Alternative B may not be sufficient t o  assess seasonal 
movement and use patterns on the Refuge and the 
extent of emigration and immigration off-Refuge. 

In addition to  the monitoring in Alternative B, 
Alternative C also would include seasonal surveys of 

size, age and sex composition, fawning rates, and fawn 
survival. This level of monitoring would provide a 
moderate benefit by obtaining adequate information on 
population parameters necessary to establish 
sustainable target population, and provide managers the 
ability t o  accurately establish population control goals. 
Obtaining information on fawning rates and fawn 
survival usually 
monitoring that requires some form of mark and 
recapture or  telemetry methods that may result in 
occasional direct and indirect injury or  death to  fawns. 

Prairie Dog Manugernent 

The biodiversity and productivity of grasslands result 
f rom a mosaic of habitat types; the prairie dog town is 

Implementing population management would movement patterns, and annual surveys of population 
result in moderate, long-term benefits to  the health and 
sustainability of deer and elk populations on the 
Refuge. Over the course of 15 years, the effects o f  
culling and/or hunting, combined with the increased 
disturbance in Alternatives B and D from public t ra i l  

the Refuge and adjacent habitat areas. While this 
increased movement may benefit the population as a 
whole by increasing genetic diversity and reducing 
overuse of the habitat, it also may result in a minor 
increase in ungulate mortal i ty along the roads and 
highways surrounding the Refuge. 

The schedule for implementing these management 
strategies would vary among alternatives. Alternative 
A would have no specified implementation schedule and 

may in increased movement Of deer between 

intensive and invasive 

\ 



one of those types. Alternatives B, C, and D would 
allow intra-Refuge relocation of prairie dogs, while 
Alternative D would evaluate the suitability of 
relocating prairie dogs onto the Refuge from other 

jurisdictions. Prairie dog relocations require careful 
and detailed planning, and are very labor intensive. 
Despite the best care, regional data collected by City 
of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks (City of 
Boulder 2003) show that only about 40 to 60 percent 
of relocated prairie dogs survive the relocation 
process. Prairie dog relocations also fail to address 
the survival of other animals that depend on their 
complex of burrows. When prairie dogs are live- 
trapped and removed, effects of habitat loss to other 
wildlife species that occupy;the site are often ignored 

' !:(City.of Bouldei.2003) resulting in minor. impacts to 
,common,;widely'disperSed species andimoderate . . . .  , , e '  . 

distributed species, su 

The:.prairie dog management objectives for all ' ' . 

alternatives are'similar and would vary primarily in' 
the acreage allowed to be occupied by prairie dogs. 
Prairie dogs are prey for numerous avian and 
mammalian predators. I n  general, the more acreage 
occupied by prairie dogs, the more prey is available for 
larger predators, such as eagles, coyotes, and badgers. 

Alternative A would permit unlimited natural 
expansion of prairie dogs throughout the Refuge. 
Because natural expansion of prairie dog colonies 
would occur gradually, all impacts would be considered 
long term. Moderate impacts to wildlife species 
assemblages may occur on a local scale, because 
changes in vegetation structure would result in local 

.̂. , , . ,. 
adverse 'impacts .to 'u'nc onor  narrowly . , ' ., . . , 

. :  , 
the burrow/ng owl. 

I , . . .  : ,.,,, . . . .. 

Sharp-tailed grouse would he n priority species for  
reintroduction efforts. 

reductions of species associated with tal ler grasslands, 
On a Refuge-wide or regional scale, an increase in 
prairie dog acreage would have only a minor effect on 
the relative abundance or distribution of wildlife 
species preferring this habitat type, but would not 
likely change the overall species composition (gain or 
loss of additional species). Prairie dogs would be 
excluded from sensitive habitats within the Rock 
Creek Reserve and Preble's habitat, but not 
throughout the Refuge, and colonies may expand 
unchecked into sensitive xeric tallgrass communities 
resulting in moderate impacts to this community. 

Alternatives B, C, and D would restrict ptaicie dog . ;: 
expansion. Alternatives B and C would be more . . .  ' . 

restrictive in the,acreage allowed to, beco 
by prairie dogs (750 and 500 acres, respe 
expansion:of'the :prairie:dog' popblation 
would have, a beneficial.effect on .other. w 
that typically inhabityprairie dog,colonies, although ' : , .: 
some displacement'of other mixed:prairie grassland ' 

species,'including bird:and small,:'mammal species, is . s * J  

likely. Overall, a greater diversity of wildlife is 
expected with expansion of prairie dog colonies. 
Alternatives B, C, and D would exclude prairie dogs 
from xeric tallgrass communities and Preble's habitat, 
providing a greater amount of protection and, 
consequently, negligible adverse impacts to these 
sensitive wildlife habitats. 

Alternative D would allow expansion of prairie dogs up 
to 1,000 acres. This amount of habitat conversion 
would have moderate beneficial impacts on wildlife 
species assemblages by increasing the diversity of 
habitats on the Refuge. Alternative D would also 
evaluate the suitability of accepting prairie dogs from 
off-site locations. This may lead to the introduction of 
the plague or a more rapid expansion of prairie dog 
populations to the 1,000-acre limit. 

Species ReintmducEions 

I n  Alternatives B, C, and D, the Service would work 
with the CDOW to evaluate the suitability of 
reintroducing extirpated species to the Refuge. In 
Alternative A, species reintroduction would be 
conducted at the discretion of CDOW. Species 
currently under consideration include native fish 
species and plains sharp-tailed grouse. The CDOW 
would be primarily responsible for the implementation, 
management, and control of the consequences of 
introductions. While the Service would not play a 
leading role in these activities, it would work'with 
CDOW and other land management agencies in 

. / .  
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providing habitat for reintroduced species and 
cooperating in other measures to  improve the 
potential for successful reintroductions. The success 
o f  any reintroduction effort would depend on close 
cooperation wi th CDOW and surrounding open space 
land management agencies. 

Native Fish Species. In all alternatives, the Service 
would continue to assist the CDOW with on-going 
reintroduction and monitoring of native fish species 
such as the common shiner and northern redbelly 
dace in Rock Creek and the Lindsay Ponds. The 
successful reintroduction and establishment of 
native fish species would provide long-term benefits 
to  the survival of these species by establishing a, , 

population in its native habitatthat cambe a source , 

. fo r  future ,reintroductions to'other foothills,and. , ' 

plains streams. 4ncreasing'the numbers and,: c:  . ' 

survival rates of these species in.Colorado also may', 
'reduce the potential for future federal4sting;- .: ' * '  . , 

Service staff to evaluate long-term population and 
habitat trends and respond accordingly. 

A l l  alternatives would have a monitoring component. 
In Alternatives A and D, the Service would only 
assist CDOW with monitoring. In Alternatives B and 
C, the Service would take a more active role and 
oversee annual monitoring. Monitoring common 
shiner and redbelly dace populations, which were 
introduced in 2003, would help CDOW determine if 
additional reintroductions are appropriate o r  other 
management actions are necessary. 

Reintroduction monitoring dat :a WOI . . ,  
. I .  

The use of established wiewiwg bliiids aiid overlooks would 
help reduce the impacts of public use o n  wildlife. 

In Alternatives A, B, and D, the Lindsay Ponds would 
remain intact, resulting in a long-term benefit for 
common shiner and redbelly dace. In Alternative C, 
additional native fish reintroductions would not occur 
until the Lindsay Ponds are removed and the stream 
habitat restored. Removal of the Lindsay Ponds in 
Alternative C would result in major short-term and 
long-term adverse impacts to  common shiner and 
redbelly dace populations introduced in 2003. Lindsay 
Ponds provide both feeding and spawning habitat for 
these two species (Rosenlund 2003) and removing the 
ponds would result in a long-term loss of spawning 
habitat for both species in the Rock Creek drainage 
and eventual loss of population (Aquatics Associates 
2003). Even if other suitable habitat is available for 
relocation of these native fish species, overall available 
habitat on the Refuge would be substantially reduced. 

Alternative B would also evaluate reintroduction of 
native fish species into Walnut and Woman Creeks. 
This would provide additional long-term benefits for 

native species by expanding the distribution of the 
species and reducing the potential adverse effects of a 
single catastrophic event. 

Plains Sharptailed Grouse. While the proposed plan to 
allow sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction to  the Refuge 
is the same among all alternatives, the timing and 
distribution of reintroduction efforts and the frequency 
of monitoring would be different for each alternative 
depending on different rates o f  satisfying pre-release 
procedures in the CDOW Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Recovery Plan (CDOW 1992). The long-term benefits 
of grouse reintroduction efforts would include 
expanding the existing range and population stability of 
the grouse, increasing wildlife diversity on the Refuge, 
and an additional opportunity for wildlife observation 
and interpretation. 

In Alternative A, the Service would adopt a passive 
approach to grouse re-introduction, assisting CDOW, 
but not taking the lead in reintroduction activities and 

772 
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PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION, AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS monitoring. The Service would not develop site- 
specific management plans for grouse in Alternative A. 
The lack of adequate planning would likely result in Public Use and Facilities 
poorly defined management objectives, ineffective 
monitoring, inadequate success criteria, and conflicting vif3itor use Faditiea. Impacts t o  wildlife from the 
management priorities on the Refuge that may lead t o  C O ~ S t r U C t i O n  Of Visitor Use facilities would primari ly 
the failure of grouse re-introduction, Without proper involve disturbance O r  alteration O f  vegetation, which is 
management of the habitat, Alternative A may discussed in Section 4.4, Vegetation Communities. 
adversely affect the success o f  grouse reintroductions. Hunting. Alternatives B and D call for a limited youth 
In Alternatives B, C, and D, the Service would evaluate and/or disabled hunting Program focused on mule deer 
the suitability of sharp-tail grouse reintroduction and 'and elk populations a t  Rocky Flats. N o  Public hunting 
complete a sharp-tailed grouse management plan would occur in Alternatives A and C. The short-term 
within the f irst 2 to  3 years of the Refuge. This plan , impacts of this program would include direct impacts 
would benefit grouse by increasing the prospect.for , . on individuals that  are taken during the hunts, and the 
successful reintroduction: The.success o f  grouse +.i . ~ .;' .effect , on the Refuge deer population f rom the ., ., :. _., .,, s t  

reintroduction efforts depends:on the availability of..' ', . .. introduction of a new.diSturbance.. .These, minor Short- - :;.:._., 

suitable habitat. . Shacp-tailed grouse.reintroduction in term :impacts, would be offset by the. longrterm benefits;,,., . .-. 
habitat that 'is not  suitableGbecause o f  weed.iofestations. 

. 1 .  

... I , ' o r  incorrect habitat composition.(plant species) may , 

'( ,  ' . result in increased sharp-tailed grouse mortality, ', 

. , * .  

Grouse reintroduction in all altern'atives probably would 
not impact o r  displace other, ground-nesting birds or 
other wildlife species because the grouse would be re- 
filling a niche vacated by their earlier extirpation. 
Managing tallgrass and other grassland habitat for 
sharp-tailed grouse would conflict wi th shortgrass 
habitat requirements of prairie dogs. 

Other Reintroductions. Alternative B also would 
evaluate the suitability for reintroduction of additional 
native species. This would provide an overall benefit to  
the Refuge by further enhancing the biodiversity of the 
Refuge and contributing to  the overall functioning of 
the ecosystem. 

It 

I 

' o f  . improved .. . . . ... pop,ulation dynamics (migcation a 
dispersal) th; may resuk f rom hunting. , . , 

: , t  . '  ..( :./ . :;, . 
,Unharassed wildiife populations quickly adap 
human disturbances such as wildlife observation and 

Refuge would reinforce skittish behavior in wildlife and 
would result in minor to  moderate impacts to  wildlife 
observation opportunities. 

predictable'levels of activity. L imited hunting on the * .  

New Trails. Construction of new trails can favor 
invasive weed species that may capitalize on the 
existence of t ra i l  corridors. These effects can include 
introducing a new pathway for predators, o r  the 
creation of an unnatural wildlife dispersal corridor for 
species such as prairie dogs. N o  new trails would be 
constructed in Alternatives A and C; thus, there would 
be no effect to wildlife. New trai l  segments would be 
constructed in Alternatives B and D, resulting in long- 
te rm impacts t o  wildlife, primari ly burrowing animals. 
The area disturbed by new trai l  construction in 
Alternatives B and D is small (Table 12) and minor 
adverse impacts are expected t o  be offset by the 
benefits of restoring and revegetating abandoned roads 
and converting some roads to trails. 

The conversion of existing roads to trails would 
minimize the effects t o  wildlife habitat for Alternatives 
B and D. Trail construction along existing roadways 
would result in a narrowing of the tread surface and 
active restoration (including weed management) in the 
areas adjacent t o  the trail. Over the long term, these 
activities would benefit wildlife and their habitat, and 
would help mitigate the impacts of public use along 
these trails. 
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Trail Use. Public use o f  trails would result in both 
short- and long-term adverse effects on wildlife 
species due to  disturbance. While most trai ls would 
be along existing roads, the frequency and nature of 
disturbance would increase relative to present 
conditions. Presently, Rocky Flats roads are used 
sporadically by individual maintenance and patrol 
vehicles, resulting in infrequent disturbance t o  
wildlife for  short durations. Public t ra i l  use in 
Alternatives B and D would result in more 
continuous disturbance from trai l  users during peak 
public use periods resulting in minor local adverse 
impacts to  wildlife. 

Wildlife responses to  recreational use o f  trails would 
vary by species, habitat type, and type o f  recreational 
use. Factors that influence the amount of wildlife' .. - 

,. > ' ,  ,', ' . . t  ,, . j . .  :;. ::.,< ! .. , .  '.. 
. . .  . .  . . .  J . . .  . . .  . _. . . f- 

. '  , disturbance includ I . .  

s- . ! 

. I  , . . .  .. 
. . . .  - 0 ,  T i m e o f y e a r .  . .  t .?, , * ,:r 

y,, , : ;.I ,'+ . .  
:.. 

. .  Groupsize : .. . .  

Number of visitors 

Duration (time spent near habitat) 

Predictability and habituation to  t ra i l  use 

Noise and detectability 

Natural  and created noisehisual barr iers 

Different uses would result in different types o f  
impacts. Visitors engaging in wildlife photography 
and observation can cause short-term impacts to  
wildlife due to  the long duration and 
unpredictability o f  their behavior (Knight and Cole 
1995; Weir 2000). The use of established blinds and 
overlooks, as well as guided interpretive visits, 
would help mitigate these impacts. 

Short-term impacts generally would apply to  
individuals rather than populations or communities, 
and include behavioral changes such as nest 
abandonment, changes in food habits,,and physiological 
changes such as elevated heart rates during flight 
(Knight and Cole 1995). Repeated disturbance may 
result in long-term changes to  the behaviors of both 
individuals and populations. These changes would 
include abandonment of preferred foraging areas, 
alterations in energy budgets due to  f l ight and, in some 
cases, abandonment of broad habitat areas (Knight and 
Cole 1995). 

Trail use disturbance to large, broad ranging species 
such as mule deer would result in minor adverse 

e 
2 
0 

. . . . . .  _., . . . . .  
; , ,:., i.."$ 

. . .  . . .  ..:'., :.:; 

.,. . 
. 1, IrLtemLal,.b~~sed-wire~efe7Lcing would& rewmved: i , '  , , . .  . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . .  ( . .  ' 1  , . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  
.. , ... . ,  . . . . .  i . ,  . .) j '  , :. ' 
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. ._1 . . , ..;. impac&, by causing changes in movement patterns and 
, , abandonment of certain concentration areas. While elk 
, are occasionally found in portions of Rocky Flats, their 
. presence is limited and sporadic. 'Changes in public use 

o f  the Refuge are not anticipated to  affect elk o r  their 
periodic use of the Refuge. Trails in the Rock Creek 
drainage would be closed seasonally t o  protect sensitive 
breeding areas. Trail use would have a beneficial effect 
if elk displacement resulting in a reduction in the 
amount o f  degradation to  sensitive riparian habitat 
f rom overbrowsing. For smaller species including birds, 
small mammals, reptiles, and insects, the presence and 
ongoing use of a trai l  would be a minor and localized 
adverse impact by creating a barr ier to  movement and 
use o f  nearby habitat for species such as voles (Meaney 
e t  al. 2002; Dickerson 2003; Mi l ler  and Knight 2001). 

Trails and visitor use of the Refuge would have 
negligible t o  minor impacts on prair ie dogs. The 
experience from trai ls located within o r  near prairie 
dog colonies on C i ty  of Boulder and Boulder County 
open space suggests that  prair ie dogs adapt to  
adjacent trails. 

General Trail Density. Depending on the specific trai l  
configuration, the overall t ra i l  density in a given area 
can be an indicator of the potential for use of those 
trails to adversely affect wildlife and habitat. The 
potential for such impacts are often balanced against 
the provision of trails for public access and recreation, 
as is the case with many open space areas near Rocky 
Flats. As shown in Table 14, the t ra i l  density in 
Alternative D would be comparable to  other nearby 
open space areas, while Alternative B would have a 
lower t ra i l  density than many nearby open space areas. 
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Fable 14. Comparison of Proposed Trail Density to Other Open Space Areas 

Area 

Alternative B 

Alternative D 

Boulder 
Mountain Park 

MesdSouth 
Boulder Creek 7 

White Ranch Park 

Jurisdiction 

USFWS 

USFWS 

City of Boulder 

City of Boulder 

Jefferson County 

Boulder County/ 
Co State Parks 

City of Boulder 

5 .  . 

Size (acres) 

5,000 

5,000 

5,719 

3,174 

Miles of Trail 

16.4 

21.1 

40.2 

19.8 

19.6 

Walker Ranch 
Open Space 

Doudy D b w  
Open Space t 

t Generally consists o f  grassland communities comparable to those at Rocky Flats 
: Areas with higher values have fewer trails per acre 

11.4 ; 
. .  

5.0 

rson County Open Space web page. 

. 
i 

When compared against nearby openspace areas with 
a similar grassland character such as the Mesa/South 
Boulder Creek area, both Alternatives B and D would 
be similar. By these measures, Alternatives B and D 
do not appear to have an excessive density of trails for 
the land area that is anticipated to  become the Refuge. 

Potencia1 Impacts of S@fi k& 

Northern EasbWest Trail. The east-west, multi-use 
trai l  in the northern portion of the Refuge 
(Alternatives B a n d  D) may result in habitat 
fragmentation by disrupting the movement of mule 
deer and other wildlife species between the Rock 
Creek drainage and the Walnut Creek drainage. While 
several existing roads cross this area, public use along 
a single trai l  may create a barr ier of disturbance 
during periods o f  high visitation. Such an impact would 
be moderate over the long term. 

Rock Creek Hiking "rad. The hiking-only t ra i l  
traversing the upper (western) portions of the Rock 
Creek drainage (Alternatives B and D) would have 
the potential to  affect the movement of wildlife 
between Rock Creek and the open lands to the west of 
the Refuge, as well as disturbance t o  wildlife species 
in the vicinity of the trai l .  As a newly constructed 
trail, this t ra i l  also would have the potential to 
increase weed dispersal in the area. Because low 
pedestrian traff ic and seasonal closures are expected 
along this trail, the long-term impacts to  wildlife are 
anticipated t o  be minor. 

' 

Acres per 
Mile of Trail 3 

305 

237 

142 

165 

221 

308 I I ,  

326 

. I  I .  ' 
. . . .  

Plum BrandTrail. In Alternative D, a hiking t ra i l  . .  
would traverse the Rock Creek drainage along the 
Plum Branch. Similar to  the Rock Creek trail, this 
trai l  would have minor impacts on wildlife movement 
within the Rock Creek drainage. This t ra i l  would 
follow an existing road through riparian areas and mule 
deer concentration areas. The effects of disturbance 
and habitat fragmentation f rom this t ra i l  would be 
moderate a t  certain times of the year. Dur ing periods 
of heavy public use, the cumulative effect of this and 
the three other trai ls that would traverse the Rock 
Creek drainage in Alternative D may result in 
moderate to  major impacts t o  some species of wildlife. 
These impacts would be partially mitigated by the 
enforcement of seasonal t ra i l  closures. 

South Ridge EastiWest Through Trail. In Alternatives 
B and D, public use along an east-west multi-use trai l  
may result in some fragmentation and disturbance of 
wildlife movement between Antelope Springs and the 
Woman Creek drainage, including mule deer 
concentration areas. This would constitute a minor 
impact to  mule deer populations. 

Walnut Creek, Smart Ditch, and Woman Creek T d s .  
In Alternative D, several trails would follow existing 
roads in close proximity to  riparian habitat along 
Walnut Creek, the Smart Ditch, and South Woman 
Creek. Public use along these three trails would 
disturb potential raptor nesting habitat. In addition, 
public use along the Walnut Creek and Smart Ditch 
trails has the potential to  fragment or disturb mule 
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deer concentration areas. Individually, the impacts of 
public use would be relatively minor. The combined 
impact of all three trails, however, may have a 
moderate impact on the availability of  suitable 
nesting habitat for various raptor species, most 
notably, American kestrels, great horned owls, and 
red-tailed hawks. 

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS 

Cultural Reaource Management 

Cultural resource management is not anticipated to 
affect overall wildlife habitat, populations or species 
composition on the Refuge. Removal of the Lindsay 
Ranch structures in Alternative, C,,would eliminate 
some barn.owl, bat, and invertebrate, (honey bee) : . . 
habitat..,These effects would not occur in . ! . .  
Alternatives A; B,or D. . . ' : . . .  . 

. .  
' . .  t '  . 

. .  . , .  . ,  ' R e ~ e ' & m ? i i A  I. . .  _. , .  

Fencing 
The existing barbed wire perimeter fence, which 
would remain in all alternatives, and would have 
negligible impacts to the movement of wildlife species. 

Partnmahipa 

I n  Alternative A, the Service would maintain 
dialogue with adjacent landowners and open space 
management agencies, while in Alternatives B, C and 
D, the Service would meet annually with adjacent 
open space managers. These activities would benefit 
wildlife populations on the Refuge by allowing the 
Service to learn about other landowners' and agencies' 
wildlife and wildlife habitat management successes and 
failures. This regional dialogue also would benefit 
wildlife on the Refuge by improving the coordination of 
habitat management across jurisdictional boundaries to 
improve and expand the range of available habitat for 
many species. Coordination with adjacent land 
managers also would be useful in protecting wildlife 
movement corridors between properties. 

Research. All alternatives would allow for compatible 
scientific research that focuses on habitat, wildlife, and 
public use. All field research would introduce 
additional short-term researcher disturbance. This 
disturbance would be offset by improved knowledge 
that may be directly applied to the management and 
conservation of habitat. 

Dail use in Altemzative D could impact Taesting sites for 
raptors. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Mining 

The impact of future aggregate mining on wildlife 
corridors along the western edge of the Refuge would 
disrupt or alter deer and elk movement between the 
Refuge and areas to the west and fragment existing 
grassland communities. Noise and human activity, as 
well as noxious weed infestations related to mining also 
would indirectly reduce habitat for native wildlife using 
lands surrounding the Refuge. The cumulative effect 
of reduced habitat, movement barriers and fragmented 
habitat from mining combined with increased public 
use may curtail ungulate movements on and off the 
Refuge and would have moderate adverse impacts to 
elk and possibly deer use on the Refuge. 

,' ' . _  
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Urban Dsvelqpment 

The development of Private lands along the 
boundary of the Refuge would adversely impact 
numerous wildlife species on the Refuge by eliminating 
a major east-west movement corr idor between the 
Refuge and the Open space lands and foothills to the 

Refuge would similarly impact the movement of 

Creek drainage. Urban development along the Refuge 
boundaries also has the potential t o  increase the 
Occurrence of wildlife conflicts. Such conflicts include, 
but are not limited t o  wildlife seeking domestic food , 

sources (gardens or  trash), wildlife preying upon 
domestic pets, and domestic pets preying upon:birds, '., 
-and small mammals:.and trafficconflicts: overall, 
these'conflicts can be a nuisance'and..iri so>me cases a - .i. -management or.weed-control. -: .;$*: -; 

danger to humans. Additiona1y,~wildl,ife/human 
conflicts can alter the natura). foraging:and movement 

disturbance would depend on the magnitude, intensity 
and duration o f  monitoring, but is expected to be 
negligible for all alternatives. Alternatives C and D 
would have the greatest potential to disturb Preble's as 
a result of extensive vegetation monitoring than 
Alternatives A and B. The magnitude and intensity o f  
the disturbance would be substantially less then 

Flats, which included extensive trapping, marking, and 

marking devices. 

Habitat surveys in all alternatives would facilitate more 

'Nest. Development along the southern boundary Of the 

wildlife species between the Refuge and the Big Dry 

previous population monitoring of Preble's at Rocky 

fitting individuals wi th radio transmitters o r  other 

. responsive management to  early detection of problems 
: '  o r  positive responses to  habitat restoration. These 

.surveystwould detect any habitat degradation and 
, ;to responsive actions such as deer 'and:elk populati 

. . ,  . .  
Road Restmatimi and RevegettcEio74,. , 

Reclamation of roads and stream crossings woul 

. .  

. .  patterris.0; some wildlife. ';:..: + ,: - .! . 

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance benefit all threatened and endangered species by: 

I mproving habitat connectivity ' 

Reducing habitat fragmentation 

Reducing conduits for invasive weeds 
and predators 

The Service has recommended to  the R F C A  parties 
that DOE construct a four-strand barbed-wire stock 
fence around the DOE retained area t o  demarcate the 
boundary between the Refuge and D O E  retained lands 
(Appendix E). The impact of such a fence on wildlife 
would be negligible to  minor, depending on the species. 

4.6. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Potential effects to threatened and endangered 
species f rom alternative actions were evaluated 
based on potential impacts t o  Preble's meadow 

jump ing  mouse, which is found in riparian habitat 
on the Refuge, and bald eagles, which occasionally 
forage on the site. The determination of effects t o  
these species was based the likelihood for direct 
impacts to  individuals o r  a loss o r  change in 
habitat used by these species. No assessment of 
effects on threatened or  endangered plant species 
was conducted because none are known t o  exist a t  
the Refuge. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Preble's H a W t  Management 

The protection and management of riparian and 
adjacent upland grasslands specifically for Preble's 
would provide long-term benefits to  the mouse. The 
periodic presence of humans in Preble's habitat for 
monitoring may potentially disturb o r  temporarily 
displace individual Preble's. The extent of the 

Alternative A would provide the least benefit by 
restorinq 12 miles of unused roads and seven stream - 
crossings. Alternatives B, C, and D would restore 
between 24 and 27 miles of unused roads Refuge-wide 
and up to  13 stream crossings. These alternatives 
would benefit Preble's by reducing habitat 
fragmentation and restoring connectivity Refuge-wide. 
Bald eagles would indirectly benefit f rom reduced 
fragmentation that may increase the distribution, 
diversity, and availability of prey populations. 
Restoration (road restoration in all alternatives and 
hay meadow restoration in Alternatives B and C) and 
weed management efforts (all alternatives) may 
indirectly improve foraging habitat for the bald eagle 
by increasing the abundance and diversity of prey 
species in the grasslands a t  Rocky Flats. 

Weed Management 

Weed management would benefit threatened and 
endangered species by reducing competition or  
degradation of habitat f rom invasive weeds. As 
discussed in Section 4.4, all forms o f  weed management 
would car ry  inherent short-term risk for adverse direct 
impacts to  threatened and endangered species o r  their 
habitat. Alternative A would have the fewest short- 
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t e rm adverse impacts and, conversely, would provide 
the fewest long-term benefits for threatened and 
endangered species by limiting efforts primari ly t o  the 
Rock Creek Reserve. Alternatives B, C, and D would 
have the greatest short-term adverse impacts, but also 
would result in the greatest long-term benefits for 
threatened and endangered species. 

Weed management and habitat restoration efforts 
would increase populations of some bird and small 
mammal species that provide prey for bald eagles, 
while populations of other species would decrease, 
resulting in overall negligible impacts to  eagles. 

D& a& E& n;lanassnzat 
, . .  

. .  . .  . .  . 'Monito'ring deer impacts on riparian habitat in restoration would benefit Preblef; 
. ' Alternatives B and.C would benefit Preble's by ' . ,:enhancing natiyegcass and shru?; 

' ~ . identifying excessive browsing that would prompt ' ' + Grouse.also mav.Drovide an additi 

... . 
,. ... , . , . 

speciesReinlroduclion 

In all alternatives, native fish reintroduction would 
have a negligible impact on terrestrial threatened and 
endangered species, including Preble's, and bald eagle. 
Creating a sustainable native fishery in Rock Creek 
would benefit aquatic predators such as herons and 
cormorants, but the native fish are typically too small 
to provide prey for bald eagles. 

Reintroduction o f  sharp-tailed grouse in all alternatives 
likely would involve habitat restoration and weed 
management activities. Alternative A provides for no  
specific grouse management activities, while, 
Alternatives B, C, and D woula be implemented after 

,,the development of a management plan. Habitat 

. .. . 
' ' management activities to  prevent excessive damage to  ' 

*,. ' , ' Preble's habitat. Impacts'of deer and &k . .  managemend' 
. . .  on bald eagles would be negligible in all alter%atives. "" 

'! I ,  . - 
./ . I:; . 
. :  

Prairie Dog Management 

Prairie dog exclusion from riparian, wetland, and xeric 
tallgrass habitat areas (Alternatives B, C, and D) would 
not reduce substantially the available colonization sites 
for prairie dogs, and would maintain the quality of 
native habitat for other Refuge resources, including 
Preble's. I ntra-Refuge relocation (Alternatives B, C, 
and D) may benefit prairie dog populations, but would 
result in an accompanying change in the composition of 
existing shortgrass and mesic mixed grass habitat. 
Accepting prairie dogs from off-site locations 
(Alternative D) may benefit prairie dog populations a t  
the expense o f  other Refuge resources, but may 
possibly introduce plague and other diseases. 

A moderate adverse impact would occur in Alternative 
A with the potential expansion of prairie dog colonies 

'' . 

into upland foraging habitat and shrub areas that 
would reduce habitat suitability for Preble's. 
Alternatives B, C, and D would exclude prair ie dog 
expansion into Preble's habitat resulting in 
negligible impacts. 

Prairie dog expansion in all alternatives would 
improve foraging conditions for both nesting and 
wintering bald eagles f rom surrounding areas. 
Expanded prairie dog populations may be a 
particularly important winter prey resource for 
Front Range eagles (US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1992; Gillihan 1998). The expansion of prair ie dog 
habitat also would benefit other species by providing 
prey for predators, o r  habitat for prairie dog 
associates, such as burrowing owls and horned larks. 

. # . , . d .  . : . . . . ,  . a , ,  . . .  
both nesting and wintering bald eagies. , . 

, , .  ' 
, .  1 ;  . ..^ . .  . 5 ,  . !. :, . , . '. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATl0N:AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use 

Trail Use. Public use may result in minor indirect 
impacts to  Preble's populations, distribution, and 
behavior due to  t ra i l  use in habitat areas. Meaney e t  
al. (2002) found no strong indication that Preble's are 
adversely impacted by trails, although the study 
suggests possible negative t ra i l  effects on Preble's 
distribution and abundance. 

Alternatives A and C would have the least impact t o  
Preble's resulting f rom the conversion of existing roads 
into trails o r  other public uses. These two alternatives 
would have no trails o r  public use of riparian areas. 
Alternative B would have minor impacts to Preble's 
because some existing roads within riparian areas 

.. . . .  . . .  
4 . >'' 
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would be converted t o  pedestrian trails. While the 
existing number of roads would be reduced in this 
alternative, the use o f  trails wi l l  exceed the current 
occasional use of roads. The Ecological Services 
branch of the Service has previously concluded that 
conversion o f  a graded or  two-track road did not 
constitute a change in land use and does not result in 
"take" of Preble's. 

Table 16. Trail Lengths Within Preble's Habitat 

Alternatives 

. .  

?.. .' . :: , I ,  :' ;.:''.,.} .. .' : . Mileage based on'riparian'and wetland vegetation types that supports 
$, .. I. . . I  , '  ,: . Preble's habitat. Upland grassland habitat is not included. . ; ' ' 

:.: >. , . .  ... . .  

Public use of the Refuge may displace or  discourage 
, .' bald eagle use of potential foraging or  perching areas. 
' Currently, the Refuge is only occasionally visited by 

wintering bald eagles or  possibly by eagles f rom 
nearby nesting areas. As  habitat restoration 
progresses and the availability o f  prey (prairie dogs) 
increases under the various alternatives, bald eagle 
use of the Refuge would be expected to  increase and 
potential humanleagle conflicts would also increase. 
Alternatives A and C would have the least public use 
and a negligible effect on bald eagles. Alternative B 
would have more trails and a greater potential impact 
on bald eagles; however, trails in Alternative B 
generally avoid riparian areas and other suitable eagle 
foraging or  perching habitat. Alternative D would 
likely have the highest visitor use, the most diverse 
uses, and the most widely dispersed human use. 
Several trails specific to  Alternative D would follow 
existing roads in close proximity to  riparian habitat 
along Walnut Creek, the Smart Ditch, and South 
Woman Creek, and public use along all three of the 
trails may indirectly impact bald eagles by human 
activity near potential perch sites. Alternatives B and 
D are expected to have a minor effect on bald eagles 
because of their limited current use of Refuge habitat. 

Trail Construction. In Alternative B, approximately 
0.4 mile of existing roads within Preble's habitat would 
be converted to  trails and 0.1 mile of new trai l  
construction would occur in Preble's habitat. In 
Alternative D, 0.6 mile of existing roads would be 
converted to trails and 0.1 mile o f  new trai l  

. 

construction would occur in Preble's habitat (Table 15). 

Construction of a new hiking trai l  in the Rock Creek 
area may fragment some habitat as it descends from 
the pediment top into the Short Ea r  Branch of Rock 
Creek (Alternative D). To avoid adverse impacts to  
Preble's, construction activities for  new trails would 
be conducted outside the Preble's active season (May 
through September). Adverse impacts would be 
minor if trails are constructed during Preble's 
hibernation. Alternative D would have the most 
human disturbance within Preble's habitat, the most 
new trai l  construction, and the greatest potential for  
secondary impacts associated w i th  e,rosion caused by 
equestrian and bicycle use. New trai l  construction'for 
A1ternatives.B and D .would have:.a.minor.effect on' 
Preble's:because.of the limited extent:ofconstruction .. )': , : 

Because no'new,trails wo.uld,be,constructed fo r '  , ' 

Alternatives'A'and.C, there would be no  effect on, 
Preble's habitat. A beneficial effect would occur fo r  
all alternatives w i th  the conversion of roads to  trai ls 
and revegetation o f  the narrower corridor. 
Monitoring for  recreation impacts in Alternatives B 
and D would benefit Preble's through adaptive 
management prescriptions implemented in response 
to recreation impacts. 

Trail construction in Alternatives B and.D may directly 
impact some prairie dog colonies due to  disturbance 
and fragmentation in their habitat areas. This activity 
also would indirectly impact bald eagles by eliminating 
or  curtailing use of some potential foraging areas. 

Hunting 

Limited deer and elk hunting would have no direct 
impact on any threatened or  endangered species. 
Indirect short-term impacts would result from 
disturbance caused by the additional human presence 
in unpredictable locations and noise f rom gunshots. 

Vi&w Use Faeilicies 
Construction o f  visitor use facilities such as parking 
areas, overlooks, and viewing blinds would be located in 
areas of previous disturbance. These facilities for all 
.alternatives would have a negligible effect on 
threatened or  endangered species. 

. -  

. .  . _  , .  * . :  
I .  . 

!.. .. ' in Preble'S habitat:: ' ' ' i., ', . ,-' .. ' I  , .  , .  )... ? 
> :. . i .  .. . .  

, . 'r , . ; ' .  . . .. 

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIP ACTIONS 

Minor to negligible adverse impacts to threatened and 
endangered species would occur from most Refuge 
operations, including staffing, office and maintenance 
facilities, and cultural resources management. 
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L .  ' :,' ' ..Habitat ristoration iw the mixed @-assland prairie 
communities would help enhance ,internal views on 
the Refibge.. 

Alternatives C and D would result in the most benefits 
from monitoring and adaptive management 
prescriptions, due to staff available to  implement 
monitoring efforts. These benefits would be reduced in 
Alternative B. Staffing levels in Alternative A would be 
inadequate for effective monitoring and management. 

Partners hip8 

In Alternative A, the Service would maintain a dialogue 
with adjacent landowners and open space agencies. 
Alternatives B, C, and D would entail annual meetings 
wi th Refuge neighbors. These activities would benefit 
threatened o r  endangered species populations on the 
Refuge by allowing the Service to  learn about 
successes and failures of other landowners and 
agencies in matters regarding threatened and 
endangered species habitat management. This 
regional dialogue also would benefit threatened and 
endangered wildlife and sensitive plant species on the 
Refuge by improving coordination of habitat 
management across jurisdictional boundaries to 
improve and expand the range of available habitat for 
many species. 1 

Fe?lCi?l# 

The existing stock fence that surrounds the Refuge 
would be maintained in all alternatives. This would 
permit wildlife movement, and maintain habitat 
connectivity and the exchange of genetic information 
between species, including Preble's. 

386 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Mining 

Future aggregate mining may directly or indirectly 
affect Preble's habitat though habitat loss, introduction 
of noise and disturbance adjacent t o  habitat, and by 
changes to  the hydrology that supports riparian habitat 
used by Preble's. 

The permit  for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit 
includes stipulations that mining wil l  stay a minimum 
of  2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004, Church 
Ranch 2004). However, the permits for the Bluestone 
P i t  and the Lakewood Br ick and Ti le operation'.do:not 
have stipulations about groundwater. There 
operations may potentially imp,act,fiab/tat fo 
Preble's in the,Rock,'Cr,eek.arid'Woman Creek 
drainages, which are downgradient.:oft 

Urban Devkiqpment .'. .:: 

Possible residential development'along the southern' ' 

boundary has the potential to  impact Preble's due to  
harassment or predation by domestic cats.. While such 
cumulative impacts are generally unlikely, they do have 
the potential to occur. 

. ' 
':': 

. .- .. . . ,  

. . ... . 

: 

4.7. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The analysis of cultural resource effects was based on 
known cultural resources present on the site and 
anticipated disturbances. Effects were evaluated on a 
site's integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. Site-specific 
impacts to  cultural resources would be determined 
during final design and layout pr ior  to  surface 
disturbance. As discussed in Chapter 3, no identified 
cultural resources are eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Some weed management tools, such as burning and 
mowing, have the potential to  disturb, destroy, o r  
otherwise impact cultural resource sites throughout the 
Refuge. Using these tools may adversely affect the 
integri ty o f  some resources. 

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS 

Cultuml Resources 

Lindsay Ranch. In Alternatives A, B and D, the 
Service would stabilize the Lindsay Ranch barn and 
allow other features, including the ranch house, to  



deteriorate. The barn would be interpreted in 
Alternatives B and D. These actions would maintain 
the scenic, historical, and interpretive value o f  the barn. 
The integrity of the ranch house and other features 
would be lost over time. Alternative c would remove 
all Lindsay Ranch structures. This action would affect 
the integrity of the site as a historic, scenic, and 
interpretive resource. 

Other Resources. Construction o f  new trai ls o r  
facilities in all alternatives would not affect any 
identified sites. Disturbance and vandalism 
associated with improved public access t o  portions of 

, .  the Refuge may indirectly affect some resources. In 
all alternatives, the Service would maintain an 

' inventory o f  other cultural.resources (such as the- *'. : 

. apple orchardj.:on the.Refuge. None of ttie'addjtional 
cultural resources would be maintained o r  'restored.'.: 

.'In Alternatives B and D, some of these resources" ' I '  ' 

would be interpreted t o  the.public through signage : 
and/or programs. Such 'interpretation would '' ' ' 

mitigate the long-term effects of not maintaining 
such resources. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Mining 

The development of private mineral r ights in the 
western portion of the Refuge has the potential to  
impact several cultural resource sites in those areas. 
Those sites, however, are not eligible for listing in the 
National Register o f  Historic Places. 

Rocky Flats Cold War Museum 

The proposed establishment of the Rocky Flats Cold 
War Museum near the Refuge would benefit cultural 
resources associated w i th  the site by providing a 
venue to  present and interpret the history o f  the site 
as former ranchland and a nuclear weapons 
production facility. 

4.8. TRANSPORTATION 

VISITATION/~CCESS 

Visitation in Alternatives A and C would be similar t o  
existing visitation unrelated to  site cleanup. Annual 
visitation in Alternative A is estimated t o  be about 300 
people per year and 1,000 people per year in 

. .  

Alternative A Alternative B 

Annual Vehicles/ Annual Vehicles/ 
Period 

Visitation day Visitation day 

Weekday Years 1-3 100 <1 3,300 12 

Weekend Years 1-3 200 < 1  6,700 24 

Weekday Years >5 100 < 1  28,000 102 

Weekend Years > 5  200 < 1  57,000 204 

Alternative c, and would be limited to  guided tours 
(Table 16). Because o f  the public use component of 
Alternatives B and D, visitation in these alternatives 
would be considerably higher than in Alternatives A 
and C. In Alternative B, annual visitation is estimated 

, to  be 10,000 visitors:in ,I , ,  . . the f i rst  3 to  5 years, increasing 
year 5 . a ~  more public use 

imilarly,,,Alternative D would .. . 
anticipated in years 1 th~~ough'3,  ,: '+ I .  

I%,OOO i is i tors af ter  year 5.: ~n ' .. 
all,a)ternatives, weekend visitation is expected t o  be , , 

. .  . . ,  
" .;. :;twice.as . .  . much , as weekday vjs'itation (Table 16). ': 

I " .  Vehicles per day would range from less than 1 in 
Alternatives A and C to  325 on a weekend in 
Alternative D (Table 16). For analysis purposes, it, was 
assumed all visitors in all alternatives would access the 
site by vehicle. Non-motorized access would not occur 
in Alternatives A and C; the proportion of non- 
motorized access, such as by foot, bike, o r  horse, in 
Alternatives B and D is not known. Vehicles per day 
estimated for Alternatives B and D probably would be 
lower than those shown due to  non-motorized access. 

Alternative B would include three parking areas: a 
north trailhead parking lot w i th  access off of Highway 
128; and a central parking lot and west parking lot wi th 
a single access off of Highway 93 a t  the location of the 
existing Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
gate. Alternative D would include three more parking 
areas in addition to  the parking proposed with 
Alternative B: a northeast trailhead parking lot wi th 
access off of Indiana Street; a southeast trailhead 

Alternative C Alternative D 

Annual Vehicles/ Annual Vehicles/ 
Visitation day Visitation day 

333 C l  8,000 30 
667 < 1  17,000 60 

333 < l  45,000 162 
667 < 1  90,000 325 



Total Site 

Daily 
Volume 

Scenario 

Alternative B 

Years 1 - 5 48 

Years > 5 409 

Alternative D 

Years 1 - 3 120 

Years 4 - 5 409 

Years > 5 649 

. .  

rking IotIwith.an access off of ,Indiana Street; and',an. 
itional west parking area:with a visitor center that , * >  

f :, < I ,  6 ; i  ,would'use the Qighway 93 access (David Evans 2003). . '  
, .  . i : . .  . 

. .  
, .  . .  

. a  . 
. * .  ' Effsect qn Highway 93 ' 

. .. The existing access road leading into Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site carries about 2,700 
vehicles per day. In all alternatives, this volume is 
expected to decrease substantially when the site is 
converted to a wildlife refuge. Alternative D, which 
would place the most traffic onto Highway 93, would 
include a visitor center and about 70 parking spaces on 
the access road. Alternative D would result in an 
estimated 422 vehicles per day,using the Highway 93 
access on a weekend day after year 5 (Table 17). This is 
a decrease of almost 85 percent from the current daily 
traffic. The Highway 93 access intersection would not 
warrant signalization through 2021 in al l  alternatives. 

The existing deceleration and acceleration lanes would 
be beneficial to the safety of the intersection if the 

. .  

S H  93 Access S H  128 Trailhead N. Indiana Trailhead S. Indiana Trailhead 

Daily Peak Daily Peak Daily Peak Daily Peak 
Volume Hour Volume Volume Hour Volume Volume Hour Volume Volume Hour Volum 

48 6 

266 35 143 19 

18 10 18 2 6 1 18 2 

266 35 61 8 20 3 61 8 

422 55 97 13 32 4 97 13 

Stream crossings would be restored mid m a i q  roads 
,revegetated. 

482: 

, f '  ,. .. ' 

dista,nce at the f '!. :: '*  . : , .  
. .  op control on the . .? . . ... , 

. .  
: I ; 

. . .  ; H.ighway 93,access. .Traffic.capacity and operations, ' : 
.., also.,would be improved aiong tjighway .93 if CDOT " , 

iremoves the traffic signal (David Eva'ns.2003). . 
However, the removal of the existing traffic signal 
could make it difficult for visitors to exit the Refuge on 
to Highway 93: Truck traffic related to ongoing mining 
activities may 'increase the need for a traffic signal. 

Effect on Highway 128 

Alternative D would include a roadside overlook a t  an 
existing pull off on the south side of Highway 128 
across from an existing unimproved Boulder County 
trailhead. The overlook would be improved and paved 
to match the grade of Highway 128. Although the sight 
distance is good a t  this location, it would be improved 
with grading improvements. The Boulder County 
trailhead may provide informal spillover parking for 
the overlook. Placing pedestrian crossing warning 
signs would improve safety. 

Alternatives B and D would include a trailhead with 
parking along Highway 128 in the vicinity of Rock 
Creek. The location would provide adequate sight 
distance from the horizontal curve to the west and good 
sight distance to the east. 

Alternative B would include a pedestrian crossing of 
Highway 128 west of McCaslin Boulevard, contingent 
on the establishment of connecting trails. Locating the 
crossing at a signalized intersection would protect 
pedestrians. Pedestrian signals and push buttons 
would help crossing pedestrians (David Evans 2003). 

E#& on Indiana Stwet 

The existing access to the Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site from Indiana Street is not proposed 
for public use in any alternative. Therefore, the 

: 



existing signal would not be warranted and would likely 
be removed by C D O T  Although sight distance is poor 
looking north f rom the access, it would be adequate for 
infrequent use by Service o r  D O E  vehicles. Reducing 
the existing wide access road approach t o  the signal 
would discourage public use for parking or  turn around 
maneuvers. Modifying pavement markings on Indiana 
Street would eliminate the existing intersection turn 
lanes. Traffic capacity and operations would be 
improved along Indiana Street if CDOT removes the 
traffic signal. 

Alternative B would include a pedestrian crossing on 

the provision of connecting trai ls by neighboring 
, , I .  Indiana Street south o f  Highway 128, contingent on 

, 

. .  entities. This crossing would connect t he  Refuge ~ '. 

rail.system, to  the future'.Great ,we 
. ..' ' Broomfield Open Space east' o f  India:n 

. . .  . . - .  . to  the rol l ing'terrain along' Ir idianaSt . "I I' . ' i '  . . .  . .  
: , , pedestrian crossing would,be 1ocated'north:of : v ..,., 1 ' : .  '. . -. 

Walnut Creek to  maintain good visibility:for , , r  . j ,  ! 

approaching vehicles. 

Another pedestrian crossing on Indiana Street north of 
96th Avenue would be included in Alternative B.' This 
crossing would connect the Refuge trai l  system to  the 
future Westminster t ra i l  system in the Westminster 
Open Space east of Indiana Street. The proposed 
location o f  the crossing south o f  Woman Creek in the 
area of the monitoring station has good visibility for 
approaching vehicles. 

Alternative D would include a trailhead with parking 
along Indiana Street in the vicinity of Walnut Creek. 
Similar t o  the potential pedestrian crossing, it is 
recommended that the trailhead be located north of 
Walnut Creek to  achieve good sight distance with the 
vertical curves on Indiana Street. Alternative D would 
include another trailhead with parking along Indiana 
Street north of the signal a t  96th Avenue. Traffic 
expected to  use the accesses would not require 
acceleration or  deceleration lanes for r ight  turning 
traffic on Indiana Street. 

The two trailhead access intersections proposed with 
Alternative D would need the minimum 40-foot length, 
so the total length of left turn lane required would be 
540 feet a t  each access. Due to  the limited distance to 
the 96th Avenue signal, the left turn lane a t  the 
southern trailhead access would be coordinated with the 
existing left turn lane a t  the 96th Avenue intersection. 

If the roadway improvements a t  the Indiana Street 
trailhead accesses require replacement of the drainage 
structures located near the trailheads, the Service 

-. . . .  , . _ .  . . . . .  
, .  

t . .  

I 

would consult w i th  CDOT to  determine if an expanded 
underpass structure would be needed to  accommodate 
both drainage and pedestrian/bicyclists. This would 
remove crossing pedestrians and bicyclists f rom the 
vehicular travel lanes and lower the possibility of 
pedestriadvehicle conflicts (David Evans 2003). 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

A discussion about the general effects of any 
transportation improvements to  the roads and 
highways surrounding the Refuge is included in 
Section 4.16. 

.' Urban Devel&vmmt 

. Urba? development south and east of the,Refug 
would4ikely increase,tsaffic on the roads .and hig 

. that.surround the Refuge. Traffic associated w i t  
Refuge 'and'urban development would contribute'to , .  ttje ' ' '  ' " '  

overall traffic.. . . 

4.9: OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND TRAILS 

Refuge establishment would make a significant 
contribution t o  a nearly contiguous block of open space 
in northern Jefferson County and southern Boulder 
County. In al l  alternatives, the protection of the site 
f rom development would help conserve the 
interconnected natural resources of the Rocky Flats 
area for the long term. This section provides an 
analysis of the regional consequences or  benefits of the 
proposed alternatives, and how they would affect 
resources on the Refuge and on adjacent open space 
lands and trails. 

, .'. ,. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Preble's Habitat Management 

Successful protection and enhancement o f  riparian 
habitat on the Refuge would benefit wildlife species on 
adjacent open space lands. Protection of riparian 
habitat also would provide a potential source of 
Preble's for downstream areas on Rock Creek, and 
open space to  the east (Standley Lake). Recreational 
users would benefit f rom riparian area management by 
maintaining vegetation and scenic diversity. 

Xeric Tallgrass M a n a g d  

Several adjacent open space areas support xeric 
tallgrass habitat that  is similar t o  the habitat a t  
Rocky Flats. In all alternatives, the Service would 
develop a vegetation management plan and work 
w i th  adjacent open space agencies towards regional 
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xeric tallgrass conservation. This management 
planning and collaboration would benefit both the 
Service and nearby open space management 
agencies in their management and restoration of the 
xeric tallgrass community. 

Weed Management 

In general, on-going weed management efforts in all 
alternatives would benefit adjacent open space lands. 
In Alternative A, the Service would focus weed 
management and reduction efforts in the Rock Creek 
Reserve. Efforts outside of Rock Creek Reserve 
would be limited t o  containing existing weed 
infestations. Adjacent open space lands would be 
adversely affected if weeds are.not adequately 
containedin Alternative A. TFe pro  
weed infestations in Alternatives B, 
benefit adjacent open space 1ands.b 
spread of weeds onto adjaient Iand,s'and . I' by.providin 
a source o f  information for regional weed '" 
management strategies. 

Deer and Elk Management 

In all alternatives, developing a target population for 
the Refuge and managing that population would benefit 
adjacent open space areas by reducing the potential 
effects of overgrazing or  overbrowsing on adjacent open 
space areas. Alternatives B, C and D would include 
extensive monitoring of deer and elk populations, deer 
and elk habitat impacts, and fawning rates and survival 
in Alternative C. This monitoring would provide long- 
te rm benefits to adjacent open space managers by 
providing a growing base of scientific information that 
would be used in developing wildlife and habitat 
management strategies in other areas. 

Prairie Dog Management 

expansion of wildlife populations also would provide a 
long-term benefit t o  adjacent open space, and 
recreational opportunity by improving wildlife 
viewing opportunities. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use 
Recreation Opportunities. The wildlife-dependent 
public use programs proposed in Alternatives B and D 
would enhance the availability and diversity of outdoor 
recreation opportunities in the Rocky Flats area. 
These programs, including environmental education, 

' I  retation, wildlife observation, and trai l  use, would . .'., 

ative c would also complement other outd 

Flats area. However, these opportunities a t  the 
would be limited to  1,000 visitors per year. In 
Alternative A, visitation would be limited to  300 visitors 

. I  . secreat ion 'and I earning opportun /ties _i 
, . .  'I . .  , . . .  ( '  

. .  
per year.and recreational opportunities would be 
significantly less than in the other three alternatives. 

The multi-use trai ls that are planned for Alternatives B 
and D could result in user conflicts between hikers and 
bikers in the northern port ion of the Refuge, and 
hikers, bikers and equestrian users in the southern 
portion of the Refuge. Due t o  the size of the Refuge, 
the length o f  multi-use trails, and the open sight lines 
that characterize trai ls in a predominantly prairie 
landscape, user conflicts are anticipated to be rare, and 
their effect on the overall t ra i l  experience are 
anticipated to  be minor. Conflicts among trai l  users 
can be reduced and mitigated by education, 
appropriate signage, and where necessary, law 

The Refuge has the potential to  support many more 
prairie dog colonies and individuals than currently 
occupy the site. A healthy prairie dog population on the 
Refuge would provide a genetic base for the region if 
populations on nearby open space lands were eliminated 
due to  plague, predation, o r  other reasons. In 
Alternative D, the Service would consider accepting 
unwanted prairie dogs onto the Refuge from off-Refuge 
locations. If deemed appropriate, relocations f rom off- 
site would benefit nearby open space managers by 
providing a non-lethal option for prairie dog removal. 

enforcement activities. 

Equestrian use on the multi-use trails in the southern 
portion of the Refuge could potentially impact trai l  
aesthetics f rom the accumulation of horse manure on 
trails. Concentrations o f  horse manure on trails could 
result in a minor impact on trai l  use and the 
experiences of other t ra i l  users. Removal of horse 
manure by volunteers, as stipulated in the 
Compatibility Determination for Mult i-Use Trails 
(Appendix B), would mitigate these impacts. 

Wildlife Displacement. Increased human presence, 
visitor use, and hunting in the Rocky Flats buffer zone 

some wildlife species, especially mule deer, and could 

Speciea Reintroduction 

on open space lands throughout the area. Any 
Species reintroduction would benefit wildlife diversity in Alternatives B and D have the potential to  displace 



cause them to migrate onto adjacent open space lands. 
Wildlife displacement onto adjacent lands could 
decrease wildlife viewing opportunities on the Refuge, 
and could facilitate the spread of C W D  t o  the deer 
population on the Refuge. Wildlife displacement, 
however, may benefit adjacent open space areas by 
increasing their native wildlife diversity and 
opportunities for wildlife viewing, depending on visitor 
use and habitat conditions on those lands. 

RecreaEwn * Facilities 

Trail Development. Recreational trails exist or are 
planned on open space' parcels to  the south, east, and 
north of Rocky Flats. A segment o f  the regional Front 

',. Range,Trail is conceptually$anned for the Highway 93 
: corridoi, on the west- sidbjofjthe;,Refuge. In Alternatives 

and ,C, which would'not'have.publicly accessible trails, 
I: Rocky Flatswould continue!to"be-aLbarrier t o  regional 
I .open.space trai l  connections. 'In 'Alternatives B and D, 
i. the trai l  system at Rocky.Flats would'provide regional 

. .  

connections,between Broomfield, Westminster, and 
Arvada trails, as well as the proposed Front Range 
Trail. These alternatives would not provide a direct 
connection to the Ci ty o f  Boulder o r  Boulder County's 
trails to  the northwest, and would not provide 
connections for trai l  users with dogs. Alternative B 
would provide less trai l  connectivity for equestrians 
than Alternative D because it would not allow horse use 
on the northern multi-use trails that connect to  
Broomfield and Superior. 

Trailhead Facilities. In addition to t ra i l  connections 
from adjacent open space areas, access to  the trails and 
other wildlife observation facilities a t  the Refuge would 
be provided from the main entrance on Highway 93, 
and trailhead facilities on the periphery. Alternative B 
would provide a single peripheral trailhead along 
Highway 128, while Alternative D would provide 
additional trailhead facilities along Indiana Street. 
These facilities would benefit public access to  the 
Refuge. However, the proposed parking and trailhead 
location along the north edge of the Refuge has the 
potential to  impact nearby open space resources due to  
trespass to  the north across Highway 128. 

ReMe Operatbna, Safdy, and Partnership8 

Partnerships 
Regional Coordination. In Alternative A, the Service 
would maintain dialogue with adjacent landowners and 
open space management agencies, while in Alternatives 
B, C and D, the Service would meet annually wi th 
adjacent open space managers. These efforts would 
benefit both the Refuge and surrounding open space 

by improving collaboration and coordination in 
resource and visitor use management plans, strategies 
and techniques. 

Research. Alternatives B, C and D would support 
research related t o  wildlife, habitat and public use. 
Over the long term, this research would benefit 
nearby open space managers by providing an 
expanded foundation of scientific knowledge on 
which they can base resource and public use 
management decisions. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

h i l a  

.The cities of Arvada, Westminst 
have::future trails planned that canconnect to .the 

1 4  Refuge and.to each other. .The, Refuge:tr;ail systems ' ,:: ,. +.: 
proposed in Alternatives B and D would contribute to ' , 

' this enhanced network of regional-.open space trails.. i , ,  

In Alternatives A'and C, which would,not have - 

publicly accessible trails, Rocky Flats would remain a 
barrier to regional open space trail connections. 

. . . .,. 
, , .  . 3 %  _.. 
, , ' $ <  r ' . i  , -  

. 1- . 
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4.10. VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual resources on the Refuge generally comprise 
views f rom surrounding areas, views f rom Rocky 
Flats to  surrounding landmarks, and internal views. 
This section evaluates the impacts o f  the CCP 
alternatives on these resources. Given the qualitative 
nature o f  visual resources, the descriptions of the 
effects in this section attempt t o  account for 
differences in visual preferences. 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Xeric Tallgraas ManagemRnt 

Habitat Maintenance and Enhancement. I n al I 
alternatives, the Service would focus weed 
management and habitat restoration tools to maintain 
and enhance the xeric tallgrass communities. 
Alternative A would focus these efforts on xeric 
tallgrass habitat within the Rock Creek Reserve. 
Successful maintenance and restoration of the xeric 
tallgrass community would likely result in a taller, more 
robust grassland that would benefit the quality and 
diversity of views within the Refuge. 

P r e s m i d  F'ire. Smoke associated with prescribed f ire 
in all alternatives except D would result in short-term 
visual impacts. Such impacts would include impaired 
views of the Rocky Flatdmountain backdrop area from 
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surrounding communities, and obscured views within 
the Refuge during fires. Blackened stubble that 
would likely follow fires would be a short-term visual 
impact. However, successful ecological restoration in 
these areas would benefit the visual quality and 
diversity in the long term. 

Grazing. From the perspective of Refuge visitors 
(internal views), the use of grazing as a grassland 
management tool may result in short-term visual 
impacts to some areas due to manure, trampling, and 
dust. Some may consider the pastoral view of 
livestock grazing on Rocky Flats grasslands to be a 
benefit to internal visual resources. Livestock 
grazing would not be visible' from surrounding 

, .  . .  . I  . I _I 

d , .  C, the 300:acre haylmeadow in 
.of the Refuge would be restored 

to native p,rairie. During the restoration process, the 
removal of non-native grasses and the establishment.of 
native grasses would result in short-term visual 
impacts to the area, which would be bare, patchy, or 
weedy for several years. These impacts would affect 
internal views and distant views from the Refuge 
looking southeast, where the hay meadow provides a 
vegetated foreground to panoramic views. However, 
successful prairie restoration in this area would benefit 
the visual quality and diversity in the long term. 

Road Reatoration and Revegdution 

In all alternatives, some roads and stream crossings 
would be removed and revegetated. Once completed, 
the revegetation efforts would benefit views on the 
Refuge and views from within the Refuge by 
creating larger patches of undisturbed grasslands 
and shrublands. 

Deer and EUc Management 

.In all alternatives, the Service would monitor deer and 
elk browsing in riparian and upland shrub areas 
throughout the Refuge. This monitoring, and 
subsequent actions to prevent overbrowsing, may 
indirectly benefit internal visual quality in some 
riparian areas by facilitating healthy, robust vegetation. 

Pmirie Dog ManagemRnt 

In all alternatives, prairie dogs would be allowed to 
naturally expand within their habitat areas. To some, 
prairie dog colonies add to the natural diversity of the 
prairie landscape; to others, they are an eyesore. 

e 
2 
Q 

toward the'-east. These impacts wo 
pronounced in Alternatives A (unlimited expansion) 
and D (where prairie dogs may expand,to 1,000 acres) 
and less pronounced in Alternatives B'and C: (750 and 
500 acres, respectively). 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Public Use Facilities 

Public use facilities, such as trails, parking lots, 
restrooms, kiosks, viewing blinds and overlooks, 
would be constructed in Alternatives 8, C, and D. 
These facilities would be designed and located to 
minimize their visual impact both within the Refuge 
and ,from outside of its boundaries. Most of these 
facilities, however, would be visible from surrounding 
roads. The extent of the visual impact of these 
facilities would be proportional to their quantity, 
ranging from negligible in Alternative C to minor in 
Alternatives A, B and D. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Urban Development 

The planned Vauxmont development, as described in 
the Reasonably Foreseeable Activities section in 
Chapter 2, will be south of the Refuge boundary. This 
development will change the visual character of the 
Rocky Flats area, and may result in long-term impacts 
to the quality of views of the Refuge and the mountain 
backdrop from nearby communities. This 
development may also affect views from the Refuge to 
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the south from overlooks and trails. Refuge facilities 
and management would not contribute to the visual 
impacts of adjacent development. Any development 
adjacent to the Refuge could impact visual resources 
by increasing the number of lights in the area during 
the evening and night. 

The development of private lands to the west would 
have a similar effect, and would further interrupt 
mountain views from the visitor contact station and 
other facilities in the western part of the Refuge. 

Mining 

I /  , Existing mined areas on the western edge of the 
, , Refuge have the potential to expand onto the Refuge in , 

.; 
operations. Visual resources on the Refuge would'be . .: 
affected, including views of the mountain backdrop . '  

from the Refuge, and internal views in the western 
portion of the Refuge. While expanded mining 
operations may be visible from surrounding 
communities, the impact on distant views of the Refuge 

. .  '1 ' ., .. othe.r.permitted areas. If the permitted areas were 
... , mined, the visual quality,of the western edge of the. , 

' .. . .  ,: ..Refuge would'be affected, by'aggregate mining . .  
. .  

would be less substantial than more local views from 
the Refuge. 

Wind Technobgg Center 

Located adjacent to the Refuge to the northwest, the 
National Wind Technology Center operates tall wind 
turbines for research on wind power generation. From 
many areas on the Refuge, these turbines interrupt the 
views of the mountain backdrop and Eldorado Canyon. 
To some visitors, however, the turbines may be a visual 
attraction in itself that adds to the character of the 
Rocky Flats area. 

DOE . .  Monitoring and flaintenance 

The Service has recommended'to the 
,that DOE construct a fou:r-st 
fencearound the'DOE, ' ' 

tiou ri dar y tietwee n ' t h e 

. 

(Appendix . ._;.. E): 'Such a fence would only be visible from . . .  . 
close;?iftances: would be consistent with the character 'I , .  . .  
of the.western landscape, and would not detract from 
the visqal aesthetics of the Refuge. 



4.11. NOISE 

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

In all alternatives, the Service and/or CDOW may use 
culling to manage deer and elk populations. Hunting 
rifles may be used for culling, resulting in occasional 
gunshots that may be audible on and off Refuge. 
Infrequent gunshots during deer and elk culling would 
result in a minor increase in noise levels within and 
around the Refuge. 

Public hunting programs in Alternatives B and D 
would allow the use of shotguns. Gunshots associated 
with the use of such weapons may be audible from,'on- 
and off-Refuge, depending 9.n hunter location;' win.d! 

i j 

.., '. and topography, ,Public hunting on th 
:.. . result in shoft-term minor increase'in, 

. . . ' '  .. some areas of the Refuge. 'However, 
' . _. ' . . .  . '  Refuge used.for hunting would be c l  

visitors during hunting periods, and 
noise from gunshots would adverse1 
surrounding communities. Noise levels would return' 
to existing levels after hunting ceases. 

, , ,  

( 1  

The removal and revegetation of roads and stream 
crossings in al l  alternatives would require the use of 
heavy equipment to regrade some areas. This 
equipment would result in a short-term minor increase 

in noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the 
restoration activities. Noise levels would return to 
existing levels after construction ceases. 

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS 

Construction of trails, overlooks, parking lots and other 
visitor use facilities would require the use of heavy 
equipment for site excavation and grading. This 
equipment would produce higher, short-term noise 
levels in the immediate vicinity of the construction 
activities. Noise levels would return to existing levels 
after construction ceases. 

.. . . . ., . , . . .  ,. ., . , , . . . ... 
, . . .  ._., .,'*"..'.t .' ,; . .. .I* 
. . I 2...:,;;: 

5 ' '  i : . , > . .  

I . .  '. . , 

, , >,; -I 
< '  

.., , 

' Construction of  the proposed Vauxmdnt development . .  .. ' 
' 4  . .  

to the south of Rocky Flats will require the use of 
heavy equipment for site excavation and grading. This 
equipment will produce higher, short-term noise levels 
in the immediate vicinity of the construction activities 
and may add to the cumulative noise levels on the 
Refuge. Noise levels would be reduced after 
construction ceases, but would would not likely return 
to existing levels after the development is occupied. 

Mining 

Ongoing surface mining in the western portions of 
the Refuge would adversely impact wildlife and 
public use in areas that are in close proximity to 
the mining operations. 

4.12. AIR QUALITY 

DUST AND EMISSIONS 

Implementation of all alternatives would result in 
varying levels of equipment usage. Construction of 
public use facilities, habitat restoration activities, and 
on-going Refuge management would likely require the 
use of motorized equipment, which would result in 
localized carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions. 
Construction activities also would create fugitive dust. 
Impacts of equipment usage on the Refuge would have 
a negligible effect on a i r  quality in the Rocky Flats 
region, and would be mitigated by best management 
practices. Increased emissions and dust would cease 
after construction is completed. 

Public access to the Refuge would occur in all 
alternatives, with Alternative D having the highest 
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public use and Alternatives A and C having the lowest. 
Some visitors would access the Refuge using 
automobiles. Auto emissions would be higher in 
Alternative D and lower in Alternatives A and C. 

Prescribed Fire 

Prescribed f ire has been identified as a grassland 
management tool in all alternatives except D. This 
prescription would apply to  lands managed by the 
Service and not lands retained by the DOE. 
Prescribed fires would be subject to  approved plans, 
and factors such as weather conditions, fuel conditions, 
adequate firebreaks, and the preparedness of f i re 
management and emergency response crews. 
Prescribed f ire would be, conducted in accordance with 
approved vegetation 'managementplan.s, and an: :.,{, . ; 
approved F i re  Management Plan. These,step-down ', 

plans would be developed with the invoIvement-of,the ' 

munit,ies. :Any prescribed'fire 
accordance with Service policy, 
ate air:quality regulations. 

The periodic use of f i re may result in short-term 
increases in particulates and decreased visibility in 
nearby areas. The amount of smoke and particulates 
generated by a prescribed f ire would depend on 
variables such as wind, soil and vegetation moisture, 
and f i re intensity. 

In response to  concerns about residual contamination 
outside of the D O E  retained area, the EPA and the 
C D P H E  believe the use of f i re is an appropriate 
management tool on Refuge lands (Appendix D). 
Section 1.8 includes a discussion of issues related to  
contamination. In accordance with Service and D O E  
policies, any naturally occurring or  human-caused 
wildfires on the Rocky Flats site, regardless of whether 
they are on Refuge lands or  DOE-retained areas, 
would be aggressively suppressed. 

..: 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Urban Develqpmerct 

Urban development south or west of the Refuge 
would likely require the use o f  motorized equipment, 
which would result in localized carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon emissions. Construction activities also 
create fugitive dust. Cumulatively, construction 
activities on- and off-Refuge are not expected to  
adversely affect regional air quality. Increased 
emissions and dust wi l l  cease after construction 
is completed. 

Mining 

Continued mining adjacent to the Refuge wil l  likely 
increase dust blowing across the Refuge. Rocky Flats 
is a very windy location, and best management 
practices t o  reduce the amount of dust generated wil l  
not be able t o  be totally effective. 

The accumulation of windblown sand onto the Refuge 
has been a problem in the past, because it facilitates 
the establishment of noxious weeds in the native 
grassland communities. The Service would work w i th  
mining operators and the appropriate regulatory 
agencies to  minimize and mitigate the effects of 
windblown soil deposition on the Refuge. . 

4.1 3. SOCIOECONOM ICs 

E~~~PL~WMENT, , . 7. INCOME, AND 

. .  
, .. .. . :  ' . . 

a ,  . . . ,. , . , .  . , 

' , >  

Staffing levels a t  the Refuge 
full-time employees in Al ter  
in Alternative D. Annual staffing income is estimated ' 

t o  range from $77,000 in Alternative A to  $468,000 in 
Alternative D. Additional temporary employment as 
well as indirect employment may be generated during 
construction of Refuge facilities. These anticipated 
staffing levels would have a negligible effect on  local 
employment, income, o r  housing conditions in the 
communities surrounding Rocky Flats, o r  in the 
Denver metropolitan region. 

Cmmunity 

Over the long term, the establishment and successful 
management of Rocky Flats as a National Wildlife 
Refuge may alter the public perception of the site. 
While current public perception is dominated by its 
history as a former nuclear weapons facility wi th 
contamination issues, future perceptions may associate 
the site wi th wildlife habitat and protected open space. 
Such a change would benefit Rocky Flats and the 
surrounding communities. Rocky Flats serves as both 
a gateway and a backdrop to several surrounding 
communities, including Boulder, Arvada, Superior, and 
Broomfield. The open, rural  visual character of all 
alternatives would benefit these communities. 

' 

Rocky Flats is not located in an area predominated by 
minority and low-income populations. None of the 
alternatives would result in disproportionately high and 
adverse human health o r  environmental effects on a 
minority population, low-income population, o r  Native 
American tribe. 
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CUMUUITIVE IMPACTS 

Urban Development 

Construction of the Vauxmont development south of 
the Refuge along with the Refuge development may 
benefit economic and employment conditions in Arvada 
as well as other nearby communities. While Refuge 
establishment may make development of adjacent 
lands more attractive, it would not cumulatively affect 
any land use, employment o r  income conditions outside 
of the Refuge. 

4.14. WILDERNESS REVIEW , 
A wilderness review is the Drocess used bv the Service 

purposes, o r  other purposes." Fencing options that 
were considered during the planning process include: 

Chain-link security fence 

Barbed-wire stock fence (existing) 

After consideration of the two fencing options, the 
maintenance of the existing stock fence was retained 
for all alternatives, as described in Objective 6.3 - 
Fencing. The chain-link security fence was not 
recommended because of the cost and ecological 
impacts (discussed below) and because it would not be 
consistent wi th the Refuge purpose and goals. 

Fencing Costs 
.:. . . .. . , ... . . , I .  : 6 - . . a  , 

I .  

, .  
( .  ,, . .  

:. . :,_ ;.. . 

. . . . . .  . 
.I: , .  are identified in a CCP and further evaluated to 

determine whether they meri t  recommendation for 
inclusion in the Wilderness System. According t o  
Section 13 of the Service's Director's Order No. 125 
(July 2000). in order for a refuge to  be considered for 
wilderness designation, all o r  part  of the refuge must: 

Be affected primari ly by the forces of nature, 
wi th the human imprint substantially 
unnoticeable 

Have outstanding opportunities for  solitude or  
primitive and unconfined type of recreation 

Have a t  least 5,000 contiguous acres or  be 
sufficient in size to  make practical its 
preservation and use in an unimpaired 
condition, o r  be capable of restoration to  
wilderness character through appropriate 
management, a t  the t ime of review 

* ? ,  
',). ' 

I , .  

Be a roadless island 

Rocky Flats NWR does not meet the above criteria 
and is not recommended for inclusion in the Wilderness 
System. The Refuge has considerable evidence o f  past 
human use, does not have outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or  unconfined recreation. and is not roadless. 

4.15. FENCING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Refuge Ac t  (Appendix A) directs the Service t o  
consider "the characteristics and configuration o f  any 
perimeter fencing that may be appropriate o r  
compatible for cleanup and closure purposes, refuge 

needed to maintain a chainlink fence would be 
approximately $7.50 per linear foot while barbed wire . 
fencing materials would be only $ 0.17 per linear foot. 
Fence maintenance costs would be included in the 
Refuge operations budget. 

Fencing Impacib 

Wildlife 
A chain-link security fence would result in major, 
long-term impacts to the movement o f  wildlife 
between the Refuge and surrounding areas. The 
fence would directly impact several mammal species 
such as deer, elk, fox, and coyote, while it may 
indirectly impact many other species due t o  changes 
in predatorlprey relationships and habitat conditions. 
Such a fence may be an annoyance to  prair ie dogs, but 
would not likely create a barr ier  t o  movement for 
Preble's, prair ie dogs, o r  bald eagles. The existing 
barbed-wire boundary fence would have negligible 
impacts to  the movement o f  wildlife species, and 
habitat connectivity. 

Visual Resources 
A chain-link boundary fence would be visible f rom 
within the Refuge and from neighboring areas, 
changing the character of the Refuge from rural  to 
semi-industrial. This change in the visual character of 
the Refuge and i ts surroundings would have a long- 
te rm major impact on visual resources in the 
immediate Rocky Flats area. However, this change 
would not be discernable f rom greater distances and 
would have a negligible impact on views of the 
mountain backdrop from surrounding communities. 

P %I 



The existing barbed-wire stock fence would maintain 
the rural  character of the Refuge, would not be visible 
f rom most areas, and would not impact views of o r  
f rom the Refuge. 

4.16. POSSIBLE TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS NEAR THE REFUGE 

The Refuge Act directs the Service to  address and 
make recommendations on the land to  be made 
available along Indiana Street for  transportation 
improvements. This section addresses the Service's 
concerns and recommendations related t o  
transportation improvements to  any of the road 
corridors adjacent to  o r  near the Refuge: Indiana , 

125 feet and 300 feet, are analyzed. A range of widths 
is analyzed to provide information to  the Service and 
the D O E  regarding lands that could be made 
available. The D O E  wi l l  be responsible for 
determining the width o f  any transferred lands, but it 
is likely the width would range between 50 and 300 
feet. The transfer of a 50-foot r igh t  of way would 
make the right of way along Indiana Street 100 feet 
wide, wide enough fo r  a four-lane, undivided road. 
Similarly, the transfer of a 100-foot r ight  of way would 
make the right of way along Indiana Street 200 feet 
wide. A 100-foot o r  200-foot wide r igh t  of way would 
not be wide enough for a four-lane, divided highway. 
,Typical.right of way widths for a four-lane, divided . .  . . .  , 
highway are 300 to  400 feet. The transfer of a 300- . . . .  , ,. . , 

Street; State Highway 128,,a,nd.State Highway 93. 'foot r i g t , o f  way, would make the right of way along 
na 'Street 350 feet wide, wide enough for a four 
d,ivided highway. The tra.nsfer,,would be 

. ,  

:. 
igned to  help meet regional-transportation needs ... . . .  

. '., . , .. . 

a 1  - 

While a definitive analysis of the direct ippacts of . .,: 
potential transportation improve.ments i,s outside,.the ',,: 

scope ,of this CCP/E I S, this4section . includes . .  potentia.1 
indirect impacts to,the Refuge,' as wet! as .,,:, . , . ,, . 

' 

recommendations that could minimizetor mit igate the' 
effects of transportation improvements surrounding 
the Refuge. Additional information,about .the 
Northwest Corridor Transportation Study E IS, o r  
any other plans that address transportation 
improvements near Rocky Flats can be obtained from 
the Colorado Department of Transportation. 

LANDS WITHIN 300 FEET OF INDIANA STREET 

The Refuge Act's $3174 prohibits the construction o f  a 
public road through the Refuge. However, the DOE 
can make available land along the eastern boundary o f  
the Refuge for the sole purpose of transportation 
improvements along Indiana Street. Land made 
available under §3174 may not extend more than 300 
feet f rom the west edge of the existing Indiana Street 
right of way. To be made available, D O E  must receive 
an application submitted by a county, city, or other 
political subdivision of the State of Colorado that 
includes documentation demonstrating that the 
transportation improvements for which the land is to  
be made available: 

Are  carried out so as to  minimize adverse effects 
on the management of the Refuge as a wildlife 
refuge 

Are  included in the regional transportation plan o f  
the metropolitan planning organization 
designated fo r  the Denver Metropolitan area 

The Refuge Act requires that  the CCP address and 
make recommendations on the land to  be made 
available. Three possible alternative widths, 50 feet, 

. .  . .. , .  . , .  ..; ,:. . , ,j:,i,;y,j<# ., 
,The amount of'land that could be t iansferred is' ' ' ,,  ' ;;:,.,.>,,. 
directly proportional to  the possible width; a 300-foot ' ".":":' 

width would transfer about 99 acres (Table 18). A 50- 
foot width would transfer about 16 acres. The intent 
of the analysis in Table 18 is to quantify the amount o f  
each resource within each right of way width that has 
the potential to  be impacted by transportation 
improvements. Some resources require qualitative 
descriptions. The analysis assumes the transfer of a 
given width along the entire eastern boundary of the 
Refuge. In all cases, the lands that could be 
transferred would be primari ly mixed grasslands. 
Any  wetlands directly o r  indirectly affected by 
transportation improvements along Indiana Street 
would require mitigation in accordance with CDOT 
policy. The Service would review any wetland 
mitigation plans. Similarly, the Service would consult 
on any improvement that  may affect a threatened or  
endangered species, such as the Preble's mouse. 
Based on this analysis, and the need for future 
coordination and consultation associated with any 
transportation improvement along Indiana Street, the 
Service finds that transfer o f  a corridor up to  300 feet 
wide would not adversely affect the management of 
the Refuge. 

' 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS FROM TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS 

The following discussion briefly describes impacts that 
may result f rom any transportation improvement 
adjacent to or near the Refuge boundaries. It also 
includes recommended measures that can minimize o r  
help mitigate the effects of the potential impacts. Such 



50 feet 125 feet 300 feet 
16.4 41.0 I 98.7 

705 2,218 5,133 

I,50016,200 
212 
1 /2 
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2,000/6,600 
212 
1 /2 
o/ 1 

mitigation is typically included for any proposed road 
improvements along the Front Range. This analysis 
was not completed in response to any particular plans 
or proposals, but is instead intended to characterize 
the types of impacts that could result from 
transportation improvements around the Refuge. 

As discussed previously, a detailed analysis of any 
specific type of transportation improvement along 
Indiana Street, such as construction of a four-lane 
divided highway, is outside the scope of this CCP/E IS. 
The reader is referred to CDOT for more information 
about its Northwest Corridor Transportation Study. 

Water Qual* 

Additional runoff from Highway 128 and Highway 93 
has the potential to impact water quality on the 
Refuge due to increased storm water runoff. These 
impacts could be reduced or mitigated through the 
use of best management practices to minimize 
discharges and erosion, and dissipate storm flows 
before they are conveyed to area creeks. 

N~xioua Weeda 

Construction along any of the roadway corridors has 
the potential to exacerbate existing problems with 
noxious weeds at Rocky Flats, which could further Segments of roadway that were considered for 

potential impacts include Indiana Street along the 
east boundary of the Refuge, State,Highway 128 " 
along the north boundary of the Refuge, and State 

impact native plant communities and,wildlife.habitat, , . . , , .  . .  
I throughout the .Refuge. This is,'especially the case , 

along Highway 93 because it is:generally,upwind .of ' 

,Highway 93; which runs'parallel td the;&st boundary the. Refuge. Noxious.weed i!"P%tS could be.reduced.: ;<,,; 
I . * .  , , . I . . ' .  . 1 by.designing.construction.to minimize ground ,, .... . .  
. of the Refuge, % mile to the west. .5' . ,. . 

L.'.,: I 

. .  . ,. 

, _  

i,'. 
. I , * .  

. ! . . '. , 
.> '  I , 

. .  . .  . .  .I. 4.. .' ,_.I .? ~ . I ' , ..: . .. .:., , , . , 

. ,  . .  
' i., ,. .. , 1 . : ~, 

Table 18: Potential Resource Impacts Within Various Righhf-Way Widths 
I .  

Resource , I  

Area (acres) 
Soils 
Water Resources 
(length of streams/ditches -.feel) 

Vegetation (acres) 
Wetlands 
Mesic mixed grassland 
Reclaimed mixed grassland 
Riparian shrublandwoodland 
Xeric tallgrass grassland 
Xeric needle and thread grassland 
Other 

0.6 
10.6 
2.7 
0.1 
0.6 
1.5 
0.3 

I .5 
25.9 

7.0 
0.3 
1.9 
3.8 
0.6 

3.5 
61 .O 
17.5 
0.7 
4.0 
9.2 
2.8 

~ 

No direct impacts to mule deer concentration areas or known raptor nest 
sites. General impacts to overall wildlife habitat, potential raptor nesting 

Wildlife habitat, and movemen1 

12.7 
< 0.1 

lrridors would occur. 

Prairie dog suitable habitat (acres) 
Prairie dog active colony (acres) 

31.9 
0.4 

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
Preble's habitat (acres) 2.8 1 8.5 0.9 

Cultural Resources 
(nimiber of sites) 

1 

Public UseiRecreation 
(Alternatives B/D) 

Trails feet) 
Trail connections 
Parking Areas 
TrailheadRestroom 

I ,30016,000 
212 
1 /2 
01 1 

Visual Easterly views from p( ons of the Refuge may be affected, depending 
on road grade and viewer location 
Increased noise levels may affect wildlife use and visitor use in portions 
of the Refuge 
May affect air quality in the eastern portion of the Refuge from increased 
concentrations of gaseous pollutants 

Noise 

Air Quality 

492 
I 
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disturbance, developing and implementing a noxious 
weed management plan pr ior  to  and during 
construction, and monitoring and controlling noxious 
weeds during and after construction. 

wiwijie Corridor8 select upland locations. 

Street corr idor could include crossings that facilitate 
the movement of smaller species (such as small 
mammals and reptiles) while prohibiting the 
movement of deer and elk. Crossings should be 
located a t  Woman Creek and Walnut Creek, as well as 

Indiana Street can be a barr ier to  wildlife movement 
between the Refuge and the open space lands to  the 
east during high traffic periods. A variety of 
terrestrial wildlife species, including mule deer, 
periodically cross between Rocky Flats and open 
space lands to the east. A larger and/or faster 
roadway along Indiana Street would increase the 

. .  
' barrier effect for wildlife. 

If Highway 128 is widened, the Service recommends 
that the small culvert a t  Rock Creek be removed and 
replaced with a roadway design that facilitates the 
movement of wildlife (including deer and elk) between 
the Refuge and the open space lands to  the north. The 
Service recommends that roadway designs along 
Highway 93 include wildlife crossings a t  several 
locations to  facilitate the movement o f  wildlife between . . .  . % .  . . .  , . .  . < ' .  

. .  . . . _  
_. ,.. _, . , . , . :During high traffic periods,. Highway 128:is a barrier;. .. . 

to the movement o f  a,variety of wildlife species,: '- ,, : 

, ,.. inciuding mule deer, elk,!prairie dogs, and other; . ~ '.';,,, 

', space lands to the north. The culvert a t  the Rock ; , , 

' Creek crossing is too small to provide safe passage for 

., . . .  

. .  

. ,. ;.,. 

, 

' terrestrial species between the Refuge,and open-' "' cent corridors. 

. .  . .. 

. '. . 

, .  

many species. Likewise, Highway 93 to  the west of 
the Refuge,cuts across a broad plain that is a major 
movement corridor between the Refuge and the Front 
Range foothills and open space lands to  the west for a 
variety of wildlife species, including mule deer and 
elk. A larger and/or faster roadway along Highways 
128 or 93 could contribute to  wildlife corridor impacts. 

In general, impacts to wildlife corridors to and from 
the Refuge could be minimized or  mitigated with the 
following measures: 

Install below-grade wildlife crossings where 
necessary to  facilitate the movement of 
wildlife under the roadway 

Locate crossings a t  stream corridors and in select 
upland locations 

Create designated wildlife corridors; 
minimize shared wildlife crossings and trai l  
crossings 

Construct fencing, as appropriate, to  prevent 
wildlife f rom crossing roadways and encourage 
the use of constructed crossings 

In the case of Indiana Street, the Service does not 
want to encourage the movement o f  deer and elk 
between the Refuge and the open space lands to the 
east because of the potential for impacts to nearby 
subdivisions, and efforts to discourage the 
establishment of a resident elk herd in the grasslands 
around Rocky Flats. For these reasons, the design of 
any transportation improvements along the Indiana 

depend on  sound t o  communicate, avoid danger and 
locate food. Studies have found that noise can impact 
reproduction, productivity, behavior and energy 
expenditure in wildlife (Bowles 1995). This is 
especially t rue  in the case of Highway 128, which 
crosses through the Rock Creek drainage, one of the 
most important wildlife habitat areas on the Refuge. 
Increased traffic volume and/or speeds may impact 
wildlife species sensitive to  noise. Lighting equipment 
and increased l ight along the roadway could adversely 
affect some wildlife species. Artificial light can 
disrupt bird behavior, affect migration, increase bird 
collisions wi th structures, and increase r isk of 
predation ( I  D A  2002). 

Impacts to  the Refuge could be reduced by 
incorporating berms, sound walls, vegetation, o r  other 
noise-reducing techniques into the design of 
transportation improvements to  reduce the impacts of 
traffic noise on wildlife and Refuge visitors. Roadway 
lighting could be designed to reduce light emission 
and be positioned to  minimize effects to  wildlife and 
Refuge aesthetics. 

Public Use Facilitia 

The northern trailhead and overlook proposed in 
Alternatives B and D would be located adjacent to 
Highway 128. Roadway improvements could affect 
the use and safe access to these facilities. The 
northern multi-use trai l  proposed in Alternative B 
would parallel the south side of Highway 128 for 
about 1.5 miles in the northeastern part  of the Refuge. 
In addition, a short section of the proposed Rock 



Table 19. Adherence to Planning Goale 
A L T E R N A T I V E S  

GOAL A B C D 
~~ 

1. Wildlife and Habitat Management 
2. Public Use, Education and Interpretation 
3. Safety 
4. Effective and Open Communication 
5. Working with Others 
6. Refuge Operations 

0 = The alternative satisfies the goal. 
0 = The alternative partially satisfies the goal. 
e:* = The alternative does not satisfy the goal. 

0 0 0 0 
Q 0 .:. 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 .:. 0 0 0 

eek:hiking trai l  would be in c!ose proximity to,the 

visual. and noise impacts'to, trai1,'users. . 

.I 3 ' -  . I ' hway. . Improvements to  the highway could"result,~ . I .  ,. 
i , ,: 

' .  : ::Provide vis i ths  and stzL'dents . .  

. . .  rovements:along. Indiana couId,./mpact packing' , ..._. , creatwizal; educational; and 
. . . . _ ,  

' a,reas, trails, and trai l  connections on the Refuge,. , A 
larger.;nndlo; faster 

' oppbrtunities and foster and under&ndi?ig and 
' 

. .  
. . !  Highway 93 could.- ::A appreciatio&of the Refuge's xeric tidlgrass prairie, '. 

,.' .' upland s h k b ,  and wetland habitats; native wildlife; hinder the safe access t o  the Refuge for visitors and 
staff. 

Impacts to  public use facilities can be reduced by 
relocating trails, trailheads,-and other facilities to  
complement both the transportation improvements 
and Refuge operations, and by designing the roadway 
improvements to provide safe and reasonable access to  
the Refuge entrance, trailheads, and trai l  connections. 

4.17. ADHERENCE TO PLANNING GOALS 

Goal 1. Wildlij2 and Habitat Management 

Conserve, restore, and sustain biological diversity of 
the native flora and fauna  of the mountaidprairie 
iwterface with particular consideration given to 
threatened and endangered species. 

While basic resource management would occur Refuge- 
wide under Alternative A, it would not be sufficient to 
satisfy this goal. However, the resource management 
activities for the Rock Creek Reserve (as directed by 
the 2001 Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural  
Resources Management Plan) would satisfy Goal 1. 

Alternatives B, C, and D would satisfy Goal 1. The 
habitat restoration and resource management 
programs in all of these alternative are sufficient, 
although they would be the strongest in Alternative C, 
followed by B and D. 

t i e  history'of the site; and the NWRS. 

While limited guided tours and interpretation would 
occur in Alternatives A and C, these programs would 
not be sufficient to  satisfy Goal 2. Alternatives B and 
D both satisfy this goal, wi th the programs in D having 
the strongest adherence to  the goal. 

Goals. Safdy 

Conduct operations and manage public access in 
accordance with the f inal Rocky Flats cleanup 
decision documents to enszwe the safety of the Refuge 
visitors, staff, and neighbors. 

Al l  alternatives would ensure the safety of visitors, 
staff, and neighbors, and would satisfy Goal 3. 

Goal 4. Effective and Open C m m u n h h  

Conduct communication outreach efforts to raise 
public awareness about Refuge programs, 
management decisions, and the mission of the U S .  
Fish and Wildlife Service and the N W R S  among 
visitors, students, and nearb y residents. 

Outreach efforts in Alternative A would be minimal, 
and would only partially satisfy Goal 4. Efforts in 
Alternatives B and D would be much more extensive 
and would satisfy this goal. Outreach efforts in 
Alternative C would be similar, but would not reach 
many visitors. 



Goal5 wmki?qJwiulotherS 

Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals, 
government agencies and non-governmental 
organizations and others that promote resource 
conservation, compatible wildlife-related research, 
public use, site history, and inji-astructure. 

Alternatives B, C, and D would satisfy Goal 4, while the 
reduced partnership efforts in Alternative A would 
partially satisfy the goal. 

Goal 6. Refuge OpmW 

Fossil fuels used during construction o f  facilities would 
represent an irreversible commitment of resources 
because their use is lost for future generations. 

Rocky Flats lands transferred from the DOE t o  the 
Service would be retained as "public lands" unavailable 
for private use o r  development, w i th  the exception of 
the transportation right of way. D O E  also may 
transfer up t o  a 300-foot r igh t  of way. These transfers 
would be an irretrievable commitment o f  resources. 

4.19. SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF LONG- 

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff 
to fulfill the Refage vision and purpose. TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

. I  
; . 

While the'staffing I. . . levels :n Alternative A would be, ..:.I: 
sufficient to manage the proposed activities;.the " ' . ' 

alternative'would not .fulfiil'the Refuge vision and : . : 

purpose. .'Alternatives B, C,.and D.would all provide ' , 

sufficient facilities and . .  staff to  satisfy Goal 6. . 
t - .  . . * . . .  

4.18. RESOURCE COMMITMENTS COMMON TO 
ALL ALTERNATIVES . 

NEPA requires a discussion of any irreversible or 
irretrievable commitment of resources that would 
result f rom implementing the alternatives. An 
irreversible commitment of resources means 
nonrenewable resources are consumed o r  destroyed. 
These resources are permanently lost due to  plan 
implementation. In contrast to  an irreversible 
commitment of resources, an irretrievable commitment 
of resources is the loss of resources or  resource 
production, o r  use of renewable resources during the 
15-year life of the plan. 

A l l  alternatives would result in an irreversible 
commitment of soil resources. Topsoil would be 
removed before t ra i l  and facility construction for use in 
revegetation of disturbed areas, but some irreversible 
soil loss due to erosion would occur. The soil 
productivity of trails over the long te rm would be less 
than original undisturbed conditions, which would be 
an irreversible commitment of resources. Loss of soil 
productivity and vegetation, as well as changes to  
visual resources due to  facility development would be 
an irretrievable commitment o f  resources. 

Federal funding for staff and operations would be an 
irretrievable commitment of resources. These 
resources would not be available for other federal 
programs or  projects. 

. . .  .. , : .  I .  

Historical uses of the Refuge, including;early,:: i,..,: . ..; , :.;' 
;settlement, the manufacture of nuclear weapons.. . I , k+ t ;  
.components, and cleanup of soil and ground water  . ..:;';,$:: : 
contamination, have affected the Ionglterm productivity-. 

.. of the Refuge's ecological environment. :Short-term .:; ., ii;-; 

uses of the Refuge associated with implementing'the . 
CCP include the construction of facilities and 
modifications and enhancement of the natural 
environment. The effects of implementing the CCP 
would contribute t o  the maintenance and enhancement 
of long-term productivity of the Refuge environment. 

4.20. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

L 

Adverse environmental effects associated with 
implementation o f  the CCP would be short te rm and 
minimal. Dur ing construction of additional facilities on  
the Refuge, wildlife would be disturbed and 
temporarily displaced. Facilities construction also 
would result in minor, short-term disturbance of soils 
and erosion. The long-term effects of implementing 
the CCP would be beneficial to  the biological 
community and the diversity and productivity of the 
Refuge ecosystem. 

4.21. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

On the following pages, Table 21 compares the effects 
of the alternatives relative to  the resources discussed in 
Chapter 3. Summary statements in this table are 
abbreviated and taken out of context to  provide a quick 
comparison by resource. The reader is encouraged to  
review the supporting analysis in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4 E n v i r o ~ ~ e ~ t ~ l  Consequences 

Minor 

Table 20. Impact Threshold Dehitions 

Moderate Impact 
ToDice 

GEOLOGY AND 
io1 LS 

Negligible 

I 

Change to  the landscape 
or geologic formations 
would not be noticeable. 
Soils would not be 
affected or the effect 
would be below or at the 
lower end of detection. 
Any effects to  soil 
productivity or ferti l i ty 
would be slight. 

The effects to the 
landscape, geologic 
formations, and soils 
would be detectable. 
Changes to  the landscape 
and geologic features 
would be small in size or 
area. The extent and 
magnitude of effects to  
soil productivity o r  
fertility would be small or 
short-lived. 

Changes in water qual i ty. 
o r  quantity would.be . 
measurable,'although!the- 
changes would be sinall... .. 
and.the.effects would ,be,::' 
localized. Water quality 
standards would not be 
exceeded. :, 
Some lndlvldual native 
plants Would be affected 
over a relatively small 

that species',population. 
A minor introduction or 
spread of non-native 
plant species is possible 
over a small area and 
eradication or control 
would be easily achieved. 

. . .  . 

area and Ininor portion Of 

WATER Changes in water quality 
?ESOURCES or quantity would not be 

measurable.' . .  

The effect t o  the 
landscape, geology, and 
soils would be readily 
apparent. Effects would 
result in a change to  the 
landscape, geology, and 
soil character over a 
relatively large area or 
multiple locations. 

. 
C,hanges in water quality 
or quantity would be 
me'asurable, affectin 
water resources on jock! 
Flats. Water quality 
siandards would not be 
exceeded. 

Some individual native 
plants would be affected 
Over a relatively wide 

would be readily 
noticeable. There would 
be limited impact to the 
species population, but 
for individual species, a 
sizeable segment of the 
species' population could 
be affected. The 
introduction or spread 
of non-native plant 
species would occur at 
multiple locations and 
extensive weed control 
measures would need to 
be implemented. 

area or multiple Sites and 

' I  . ' : I  

Effects to  individual 
wildlife and aquatic 
species are possible, 
although the effects 
would be localized, small, 
and of l i tt le consequence 
to the species' population 
3n a regional or local 
scale. 

' . I ,  ...,. . , .  

. ."  . . . . . .  ; 1 .  . . " 

Effects to individual 
wildlife and aquatic 
species are likely and 
localized, with 
consequences at the 
population level. 

but there would be no 
effect on native species 
populations. The effects 
would be on a small scale. 

VlLDLlFE AND 
 QUAT TIC 
iPEClES 

Wildlife and aquatic 
resources would not be 
affected or the changes 
would be so slight that 
they would not be of any 
measurable or 
perceptible consequence 
to a species' population 
on a regional or local 
scale. 

The effect on the 
landscape, geology, and 
soils would be readily 
apparent and would 
substantially change the 
character of these 
resources over a large 
area. 

Changes in water quality 
or quantity would be 
readily measurable, and ' 
would be noticed off of 
Rocky Flats. Water 
quality standards would; 
be exceeded. 

Native plant populations! 
would be affected over a 
relatively large area. A 
widespread introduction 
or spread of non-native 
plant species would occur 
resulting in the likely 
establishment of exotic 
species and the need for 
aggressive weed control. 

Effects to wildlife and 
aquatic resources would 
have substantial 
consequences to species 
populations on both a 
local and regional scale. 



Table 20. Impact Threshold Definitions (continued) 

Moderate Impact 
Topic 

rH REATE N E D 
!N D 
INDANGERED 
~PECIES AND 
P E C I E S  OF 
,ONCERN 

Negligible Minor 

Individuals of a listed 
species or its habitat 
would be affected, but tht 
change would be small or  
short-lived. Minor affect 
is the same as a "may 
effect" determination in a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Biological 
Opinion and would be 
accompanied by a 
statement of "not likely t c  
adversely affect" the 
species. 

An individual or 
population of a listed 
species, or its habitat 
would be noticeably 
affected. The effect coulc 
have some long-term 
consequence to the 
individual, population, or 
habitat. Moderate effect 
is the same as a "may 
affect" determination in a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Biological 
Opinion and would be 
accompanied by a 
statement of "likely to 
adversely affect" the 
species or a "not likely to 
adversely affect with 
mitigation and , 

conservation measures." 

An individual or 
population of a listed 
species, or i ts habitat 
would be noticeably 
affected with a long-term 
consequence to the 
individual, population, or 
habitat. Major effect is 
the same as a "may 
affect" determination in a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Biological 
Opinion and would be 
accompanied by a 
statement of "likely to 
adversely affect" the..' ' '. 
species or critical habitat 
Mitigation.and: I ' 

conservation measures , , 

'would lessen the effect, 
but would not ,completely 
remove the.adverse.. ... 
effect. :: I . . . '  

No federally listed species 
would be affected, or an 
individual of a listed 
species or i t s  critical 
habitat would be affected, 
but the change would be 
so small that it would not 
be of any measurable or 
perceptible consequence 
to the protected individual 
or its population. 
Negligible effect is the 
same as a "no effect" 
determination in a U:S.' 
Fish and Wi1.dlife Service 

;,, .. , 

. . .  , I  

, .  , .  

' . I . . . ,  ' . .  
, , I . . I ,  ' .' 

Impact is at the lowest 
level of detection, with no 
perceptible consequences 
either adverse or 
beneficial, to 
archeological or historic 
resources. For purposes 
of Section 106, the 
determination of effect 
would be no adverse 
effect. 

' ,  

:ULTURAL ' 

~ N D  HISTORIC 
&SOURCES 

Disturbance of a site 
would be confined to a 
small area with little, if 
any, loss of important 
information potential. 
Impact would not affect a 
character-defining 
feature of a structure or 
building listed or eligible 
for listing in the National 
Register of Historic 
Places. For purposes of 
Section 106, the 
determination of effect 
would be no adverse 
effect. 

Disturbance of a site 
would not result in a 
substantial loss of 
important information. 
Impact would alter a 
character-defining 
feature of the structure 
or building, but would not 
diminish the integrity of 
the resource to the extent 
that i t s  National Register 
eligibility isjeopardized. 
For purposes of Section 
106, the determination of 
effect would be either 
adverse effect or no 
adverse effect. 

Disturbance of a site i s  
substantial and results in 
the loss of most or all of 
the site and i ts potential 
to yield important 
information. Impact 
would alter a character- 
defining 
feature of the structure 
or building, diminishing 
the integrity of the 
resource t o  the extent 
that it is no longer 
eligible to be listed in the 
National Re ister. For 
purposes of Zection 106, 
the determination of 
effect would be an 
adverse effect. 

Changes in visitor use o r  
recreation opportunity 
would be below the level 
of detection. 

Changes in visitor use or 
recreation opportunity 
would be detectable, but 
the changes would be 
slight. 

Changes in visitor use or 
recreation opportunity 
would be apparent, but 
temporary. 

Changes in visitor use or 
recreation opportunity 
would be readily 
apparent and long- 
lasting. 

)PEN SPACE, * 
~ECREATION 
IND TRAILS 

/lSUAL 
2 ESOURCES 

Effects would not result 
in any perceptible 
changes to existing 
viewsheds. 

Changes to visual 
resources would be short. 
lived or affect a small 
portion of the Refuge. 

Effects would be highly 
noticeable and 
permanent, affecting 
significant views of or 
from the Refuge. 

Effects would be readily 
apparent and would 
change the character of 
the visual resources in 
the area. 

New noise sources would 
be substantially above 
existing levels and would 
adversely affect visitors 
and wildlife for short 
periods of time. 

dOlSE New noise sources would 
be below existing levels. 

New noise sources would 
be above existing levels, 
but would be temporary 
and not adversely affect 
visitors or wildlife. 

New noise sources would 
be substantially above 
existing levels and would 
adversely affect visitors 
and wildlife for long 
periods of time. 



Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences 

Minor 

Table 20. Impact Threshold Defbitione (continued) 
Moderate impact 

Topic 

T W N S ~ O R T ~ T ~ ~ N  

Negligiile 

Changes in traffic at or 
around the Refuge would 
not be noticeable. 

Traffic at or around the 
Refuge would increase 
above existing conditions, 
but would not be noticeable 
to most travelers on 
surrounding public roads. 

200 

Traffic to and from the 
Refuge would increase above 
existing conditions. The 
additional traffic would cause 
an unacceptable level of 
service at some locations. 

AIR QUALITY Change in existing air 
quality or visibility would 
not be measurable or 
noticeable. 

Increased airborne 
pollutants would be slight, 
but measurable. Changes in 
visibility would be 
observable at local sites. 
Air  quality standards would 
not be exceeded. 

.. 
. . - ,  . 

Effects to employment, . 
income and housing would . 
be insignificant in relation ' 

to the local economy Effect 
on low income and minority 
populations would be 
similar to the surrounding 
area. 

Wor 

Increased airborne 
pollutants would be readily 
measurable. Impacts to 
visibility would be readily 
observable and widespread. 
Air  quality standards would 
not be'exceeded. , . ̂ .  . 

. .  . . .. . 
I : 

, .  
. . .  , t '  

, , .  . .  . J . <  , .  
. *  . ,  

Effects to kmPloYment; 
income and housing would be 
would'be measurable, 
altering the.local economy 
Impacts borne'bY low 
income and minority 
Populations Would be slight, 
but larger than average in 
the surrounding area. 

Traffic to and from the 
Refuge would increase 
substantially, causing an 
unacceptable level of service 
at many locations. 

RESOURCES 

Increased airborne 
pollutants would be readily 
measurable. Visibility at thc 
Refuge or surrounding area 
would be reduced. Air  
quality standards would be 
exceeded. 
.. . . .  . . . 

.. . 

be below or at the level of 
detection. 

Effects to employment, . 
income, and housing would 
have substantial impacts to 
the regional population or 
economy. Impacts borne by 
low income and minority 
populations would be 
significantly larger than the 
average in the 
surrounding area. 
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Chapter 4 ~ n v i r ~ n r n ~ ~ t ~ l  Cansequences 

Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences 

ALTERNATIVE A -NO AeEion 

Deer and Elk Management: Population control would 
reduce potential for soil erosion due to overgrazing. 

Prairie Dog Expansion: May result in increased soil 
erosion. These impacts may be offset by the increased 
nutrient cycling and soil stability provided by prairie dog 
colonies. Effects could be Refuge-wide. 

Road Reatomtion and Revegetation: Removal and 
revegetation of roads and stream crossings would result 
in short-term soil disturbance and erosion. Long-term 
benefits of revegetation would offset the short-term 
effects. 
- 12 miles of road and 7 stream crossings restored 
- Rock Creek Reserve only . . . .  

. .  
' 

. .  ' .  . 
. ,  . .  

. .  . , . ~  

. . .  , .  . .  , .  . .  
. .  

.. .. . 
, .  . 

Preble's Habitat Management: Protection and 
maintenance of riparian habitat and vegetated buffer 
would benefit water resources. 

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal in 
Rock Creek Reserve may result in short-term impacts 
due to sedimentation, and long-term benefits due to 
improved bank vegetation, stream channel, etc. Outside 
of Rock Creek Reserve, lack of restoration may result in 
long-term sedimentation from existing roads. 

Prairie Dog Expamion: Same effects as A, up to 750 

Mixed Prairie Grassland Management: Restoration of 
hay meadow and other disturbed areas would result in 
short-term soil disturbance and long-term benefits. 

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal 
would result in short-term soil disturbance and erosion. 
Long-term benefits of revegetation would offset the 
short-term effects. 

acres. 

- 26 miles of road and 13 stream crossings restored 

Public Use and Maintenance Facilities: New trails and 
facilities would result in localized soil disturbance and 
erosion during construction, and long-term impacts from 
use. 
- Soil loss on 1.1 acres from facilities ~ . 
- Soil disturbance from 1.7 miles of newly constructed trail 

9 Weed Managemenk Localized, short-term 
erosion may occur following prescribed fire or grazing. 

Road Re&oration and Revegetation: Road removal 
Refuge-wide may result in short-term impacts due to 
sedimentation, and long-term benefits due to improved 
bank vegetation, stream channel, etc. 

Public Use: Trail use and off-trail use near streams 
may result in bank destabilization and erosion. Facility 
construction may result in short-term impacts due to 
erosion and sedimentation. 



AL'IXRNATIVE C -Ern- RsetrmrciOn 

+ 

Prairie Dog Expansion: Same effects as A, up to 500 
acres. 

+ 

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as B, except: 
- 26 miles of road and 13 stream crossings restored 

Public Use and Maintenance Facilities: Same as B, 
except: ' 

- Soil loss on 0.2 acres from facilities 
- No newly constructed trails 

, .  

Lindsay Pond: Pond removal would result in a long-term 
loss of aquatic habitat, water storage, and sediment 
removal. 

ALTERNATIVE D - publie Use 

Prairie dog expausiox Same effects as A, up to 1,000 
acres. 

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as A, except 
- 24 miles of road and 6 stream crossings restored 

Public Use and Maintenance Facjlities: Same as B, 
except 
- Soil loss on 1.7 acres from facilities 
- Soil disturbance from 3.3 miles of newly constructed 

trail 

No grazing or  prescribed fire. 

Public Use: Same effects as B. 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued) 

Vegetation 
communities 

ALTERNATIVE A -NO Actwn 

Deer and Elk Population management by 
CDOW and vegetation monitoring would benefit vegetatior 
by reducing impacts of overbrowsing/ overgrazing. 
Benefits more uncertain by lack of a hef rame.  

Prairie Dog Management: Exclusion of prairie dogs 
from riparian and xeric tallgrass habitat in Rock Creek 
Reserve would benefit these communities. Outside of 
Rock Creek Reserve, prairie dogs could degrade plant 
communities. 

Preble’s Habitat Management: Maintenance and 
protection of riparian and wetland habitat would benefit 
these communities. 
- Exclusion of ungulates would benefit riparian habita 

. .  
. .  

. .  

. .  . 
Xeric Tallgrma Conservation: Management planning 
and regional conservation efforts would benefit xeric 
tallgrass community. Benefits would be limited to Rock 
Creek Reserve. . .  

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal 
would benefit vegetation communities within the Rock 
Creek Reserve by reducing fragmentation. Removal of 
stream crossings would result in short-term impacts to 
wetlands and riparian habitat. Would result in: 
- 18 acres of additional habitat 
- Average patch size of 58 acres 

Weed Management: Weed management efforts in Rock 
Creek Reserve would benefit vegetation communities. 
- Chemical, biological, and mechanical control may 

have short-term adverse impacts that would be offse 
by long-term benefits. Benefits may be reduced by 
lack of grazing as a management tool 

greatly reduced 
- Outside of Rock Creek Reserve, benefits would be 

ALTERNATIVE B - W U I &  Habitat, & public  US^ 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Deer and Elk Managemenk Same benefits as A, except 
benefits would be increased by the Service’s larger role 
and the 5-year target population timeframe. 

Prairie Dog Management: Prairie dogs may impact somc 
plant communities. Exclusion of prairie dogs 
from riparian and xeric tallgrass habitat Refuge-wide 
would benefit these communities. 

Preble’s Habitat Management: Maintenance, protection, 
and improvement of riparian and wetland habitat would 
benefit those communities. 
- Exclusion of ungulates would benefit riparian habitat 
- Monitoring recreation impacts only may provide 

insufficient information for effective riparian habitat 
management 

Xeric Tallgrass Conservation:. Same as A, except. 
benefits would be Refuge-wide. ’ 

. Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Restoration of 
hay meadow and other areas would benefit grassland 
communities. 

Road Reatoration and Revegetation: Road removal 
would benefit vegetation communities Refuge-wide by 
reducing fragmentation. Removal of stream crossings 
may result in short-term impacts to wetlands and riparian 
habitat, with long-term benefits. Would result in: 
- 48 acres of additional habitat 
- Average patch size of 93 acres 

Weed Management: Same as A, except benefits and 
impacts would be Refuge-wide. 
- Benefits may be increased because of Refuge-wide USI 

of rescribed fire and grazing 

Public Use Facilities: New trails and facilities would 
directly impact vegetation, and indirectly impact adjacent 
vegetation. Includes: 
- 4.8 acres of impacts to vegetation 

OStrail Use: Minor impacts to vegetation due to 
trampling, social trails, and weed dispersal. 

Public Use Monitoring Monitoring impacts of public use 
on riparian habitat would provide long-term benefit. 

Regional Coordination: Coordination with adjacent 
landowners would benefit vegetation through better 
management. 

R d  Habitat-related research would benefit 
vegetation and habitat management. 
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ALTERNATIVE C - E e ~ b & d  RsstoraEwn 

Preble’s Habitat bbagemenk Same as B, except 
- Vegetation surveys would benefit riparian habitats . 

Road Restoration and Revegetatiox Same as B, with a 
larger reduction in fragmentation. Would result in: 
- 46 acres of additional habitat 
- Average patch size of 121 acres 

* 

Public Use Facilities: Same as B, except: 
- 0.01 acre of impacts to vegetation 

ALTERNATIVE D - W l i C  US6 

* 
Prairie Dog Relocation: Accepting unwanted prairie 
dogs from other jurisdictions may impact grassland 
communities. 

F’reble’s Habitat Managemenk Same as B. 

. _ . .  
.. * .  . . _  . 

., . .  . . .. * . .  

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as B, except 
no benefits from hay meadow restoration. Would result 
in: 
- 44 acres of additional habitat 
- Average patch size of 90 acres 

Weed Management: Same as A, except benefits and 
impacts would be Refuge-wide. Benefits may be reduced 
due to a lack of grazing and prescribed fire as 
management tools. 

public Use Facilities: Same as B, except: 
- 7.9 acres of impacts to vegetation 

0ff-W Use: Same as B. 

Public Use MonitoW Same as B. 

. . .  . .  
. . ’  
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tnaprcr B: tnviranmemai ionsequertces 

Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued) 

\ 

Wddlife 

ALTERNATIVE A -NO Action 

Native Fish Reintroduction: Would provide long-term 
benefits to fish populations and survival rates. 

sharptailed Grouse Reintroduction: Lack of 
management plan may result in conflicting management 
priorities and adverse impacts on introduced grouse. 

Deer and Elk Management: Passive approach to 
population management by CDOW with no set 
timeframe; may impact ungulates and other resources. 
- Culling would impact individual animals due to 

mortality, but would provide long-term population 
benefits. 

- Monitoring levels would be inadequate for effective 
population management. 

0 .  Preble’s Habitat Management: Habitat protection would 
.benefit other riparian wildlife species. 

Prairie Dog Management: Colony expansion could result 
in long-term impacts to vegetation structure and local 
extirpation of some species over large areas of the 
Refuge. 

Road Restoration and Revegetatiox Road revegetation 
would benefit various wildlife species in Rock Creek 
Reserve. 

Vegetation and Wddlife Monitoring May result in 
short-term impacts (disturbancddisplacement) to 
individual animals. 

Xeric TaIlgn-1~3~ Management: Efforts in Rock Creek 
Reserve may have short-term adverse impacts to wildlife 
and long-term benefits due to habitat enhancement. 

Weed Management: Various management tools have the 
potential to cause direct mortality or injury to individual 
animals. Impacts would be offset by long-term benefits 
of improved habitat. 

Regional Coordination: Coordination with other land 
managers would improve wildlife and habitat 
management. 

Sharptailed G ~ w  Reintroduction: Management 
planning and weed management efforts would benefit 
grouse reintroduction efforts. 

Deer and Elk Ilbanagement: Population targets would be 
realized within 5 years, providing moderate benefits. 
- Culling and hunting would impact animals due to 

mortality or stress, would provide long-term benefits. 
- Monitoring would be minimum necessary for effective 

population management. 

Preble’s Habitat Mkgement: Same as A, plus: 
Minor impacts to riparian wildlife species due to greater 
Preble’s monitoring. . . .  I ,  

Prairie Dog Management: Same as A except reduced-. 
magnitude of change (750 acres). 

Road Restoration and Revegetatiox Road revegetation 
would benefit various wildlife species Refuge-wide. 

Xeric TaIlg~a.9~ .Management: Efforts Refuge-wide 
may have greater short-term adverse impacts to wildlife 
and long-term benefits due to habitat enhancement. 

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Restoration of 
disturbed areas may impact some resident wildlife; 
would result in long-term habitat benefits to wildlife. 

Public Use: Trail use throughout the Refuge may 
adversely affect wildlife in the following ways: 
- Creating a new disturbance that may disrupt wildlife 

movement and fragment habitat areas. 
- New trails may provide a conduit for predators and 

weeds. 
- Short-term stress and adjustment for mule deer; 

followed by long-term benefits of increased deer 
movement that may improve genetic diversity and 
decrease habitat impacts. 

Regional Coordinatiox Same as A, except more 
pronounced benefits due to better coordination. 

Research: Short-term wildlife disturbance would be 
offset by improved knowledge of wildlife management. 

Fence Removal: Removal of unnecessary interior stock 
fencing would benefit wildlife species by facilitating open 
movement through Refuge. 

. I  
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ALTERNATIVE C - EGO- RsstwaEion 

Native Fieh Reintroduction: Same as  A, except 
Removal of the Lindsay Ponds would result in major 
adverse impacts to common shiner and redbelly dace 
populations on the Refuge. 

Deer and Elk Management: Same as B, except: 
- No hunting. 
- Monitoring would provide adequate information for 

- Fawn monitoring may result in iqjury or death of 
effective population management. 

some fawns. 

. .  
. .  

,? Prairie Dog Management: Same as A except reduced - 
, magnitude of change (500 acres). 

Vegetation monitoring May result in short-term 
impacts (disturbancddisplacement) to individual animals. 
More extensive monitoring may have greater impacts. 

Public Use: Impacts in Alternative C would be 
negligible. 

Lindsay Ran& Removal of structures would eliminate 
some habitat for barn owl, bats, and other species. 

ALTERNATIVE D - Public US0 

~~ ~ ~ 

Native Fieh Reintroduction: Same as A. 

* 

Deer and Elk Management: Same as B, except 
- Monitoring levels would be inadequate for effective 

population management. 

:* .Prairie.Dog Management: Same as A.except moderate . 
magnitude of change (1,000 acres). 

* 

Public Use: Same as B, except 
- Additional impacts to raptor nesting habitat. 
- General impacts to wildlife more pronounced. 

- . , . .  . . . . .  
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ALTERNATIVE A -NO AeEwn 

Gmuse Reintroduction: Grouse habitat management 
would provide additional eagle prey; may conflict with 
prairie dog habitat management. 

Deer and Elk Bhnagement: Delayed population 
management may impact Preble's through overbrowsing. 

Prairie Dog Management: Unlimited colony expansion 
acres could improve foraging for bald eagles, but could 
impact Preble's habitat. 

Preble's Habitat Management: Exclusion of grazing 
from habitat may have moderate benefits to Preble's. 
Monitoring could lead to short-term disturbance. Habitat 
management may benefit bald eagle foraging perches. 

Road Reatoration and Revegetation: Revegetation of 
unused roads and stream crossings would benefit all 
species. 

_ I .  . .  

. 

' *  Weed bhagemkt: Short-krm habitat impacts from ::.'. 
management tools followed by long-term habitat 
improvements. 

. 

Lindaay R a n h  Stabilization efforts would benefit barn, 
but continued degradation of the hours would impair its 
interpretive value. 

Wildlife Management: Species reintroductions and deer 
and elk population management on the Refuge may result 
in long-term benefits to wildlife populations and wildlife 
viewing opportunities on adjacent open space lands. 

Preble's Habitat Management: Refuge could provide a 
core reserve for Preble's and other species that would 
benefit populations on adjacent open space lands. 

Vegetation Management: Efforts such as xeric tallgrass 
management planning, and regional collaboration could 
benefit adjacent open space areas by improving 
knowledge and coordination. 

Weed Management: Reduced diligence outside of Rock 
Creek Reserve may impact adjacent open space areas by 
potentially contributing to spread of weeds. 

TrailFacilitiea: Rocky Flats would continue to be a 
barrier for regional trail connectivity. 

ALTERNATIVE B - WildlifS, Hccbital & AcbliC Use 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Deer and Elk Management: More aggressive population 
management could benefit Preble's by reducing 
overbrowsing. 

Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits and impacts as 
A but reduced in magnitude (750 acres). 

. ;:,,:::.<, ' > .  3 .  , ) . :  

/.. . ~. 1. * 

, . , . .  . -  . . . , . . .  . , . . .  '".. . 
. Weed Management: Same as A, except impacts and 

benefits would be more pronounced. 

Public Uae: Trail development and use in riparian areas 
may impact Preble's (mitigated by seasonal closures). 
Facility development may impact prairie dogs and 
associated foraging habitat for eagles. 

Wildlife Management: Same as A, but benefits would be 
more pronounced. 

Weed Management: Weed reduction efforts on the 
Refuge could benefit adjacent open space by reducing 
spread of weeds and increasing management knowledge. 

Recreation Opprtunities: Recreation programs would 
compliment but not duplicate opportunities on nearby 
open space lands. 

Trail Facilities: Trails and trailheads would benefit the 
regional connectivity of trails, but would lack a direct 
connection to Boulder trails. 
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ALTERNATIVE C - EcoZ@A R & Q ~ w ? ~  

Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits and impacts as 
A but reduced in magnitude (500 acres). 

hble 's  Habitat Management: Same as A, except 
increased magnitude of disturbance due to monitoring. 

. I ., . .  
. . . .  . . .  

Lindsay Ranch: Removal of all structures would impact 
historical and interpretive value of site. 

Wildlife Management: Same as A, but benefits would be 
greatest. 

+ 

Trail Facilities: Same impact as A. 

ALTERNATIVE D - Publie Use 

+ 

Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits, impacts, and 
similar magnitude as A (1,000 acres). 

* 

+ ." . 

Public Use: Same as B, except: 
- More extensive impacts from additional trail use. 
- Potential impacts to bald eagle habitat due to trail use 

adjacent to riparian areas. 

Lindsay Ranch: Stabilized barn would have greatest 
benefits for site; house would be lost. 

~~ 

Wildlife bbnagement: Same as B. 

Recreation Opportunities: Same as B, except more 
pronounced. 

Trail Facilities: Same effects as B, but greater trail 
connectivity. 

. .  . 



Vieru 
Reaourcea 

, .  

ALTERNATIVE A -NO AcEwrt 

Deer and Elk Managemenk May reduce visual impacts 

Prairie Dog Managemenk Colonies would be a visual 
of overgrazing/overbrowsing. 

impact to some, a benefit to others. Greatest effects in 
Alternative A (unlimited). 
preecribed Fire. Short-term visual impacts associated 
with smoke and burned areas from prescribed fires. 
Grazing May result in short-term visual impacts; though 
some may consider livestock to be a benefit for landscape 
views. 
Road Removal and Revegetation: Revegetation would 
benefit visual aesthetics within Rock Creek Reserve. 

1 .  I .  . , .  

N o h  

Deer and,Elk Management: Occasional gunshots 
associated with culling may be audible from within 
Refuge, but would not impact overall noise levels. 
Excavation and Construction: Heavy equipment for 
road restoration and facility development would result in 
short-term noise impacts in nearby areas. 

Highway 93: Contribution of Refuge traffic to Highway 
93 would be much less than pre-Refuge conditions. 
Would not warrant a traffic signal at access road 
intersection. 

Trans- 
portation 

Dust and Emissions: Equipment usage would result 
in short-term localized emissions and fugitive dust. 
Prescribed Fire: Would result in short-term increases 
in particulates and decreased visibility nearby. 

SOciO - 
economics 

Staffing: Staffing levels would have no impact on 
regional employment, income or housing conditions. 
Community: Change from past use to Refuge would 
benefit community perceptions of Rocky Flats. 
Environmental Justice: No adverse effects on minority 
or low-income populations, or  Native Americans. 

ALTERNATIVE B - WM#ii, Habitat, & Wlie U8i 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Prairie Dog Managemenk Same effects as A, but less 
pronounced (750 acres). 

Road Removal and Revegetatiox Revegetation 

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Revegetation 
would benefit visual aesthetics Refuge-wide. 

would likely cause short-term visual, impacts followed by 
long-term benefits. 

impacts. 
F'ublic Use Facilities: May result in minor visual 

Deer and Elk Managemenk Same as A, kxcept " "' 
additional gunshots from public hunting. 

Highway 93: Contribution of Refuge traffic to Highway 
93 would be much less than pre-Refuge conditions. 
Would not warrant a traffic signal, but existing 
acceleration/ deceleration lanes would be beneficial. 
Highway 128: No impacts from trailhead location. 
Potential trail crossing at McCaslin would require 
pedestrian signals. 

include warning signs for safety. Recommended locations 
are north of Walnut Creek, and south of Woman Creek. 

Indiana Street: Potential pedestrian crossings should 



Chnptcr 4 Emtiroiimentnl Consequences 

ALTERNATIVE C - Eco&&~ RestoraEion AL'I'ERNATIVE D -public USe 

Prairie Dog Mansgement: Same effects as A, but least 
impact (500 acres). 

+ 

Public Use Facilities: Negligible visual impact 
from facilities. 

Prairie Dog Ilbanagement: Same effects as A, with 
moderate impact (1,000 acres). 

* 

, &lic use ~acilities: Same as B. - , a  . 

Deer and Elk Ilbanagement: Same as A. 

All Roads: Same as A. Highway 93: Same as B. 

Indiana Street: Same effects as B from potential trail 
crossings. Trailhead access may require left turn lanes. 

* 

I 

. . . . . .  
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U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Name Remmwiwh Education ExDWk?k% 

Dean Rundle Refuge Manager 

Laurie Shannon 

Michael Spratt 

Team Leader, RF CCP Plan 

Chief of Refuge Planning 
Region 6 

Mark Sattelberg Contaminants Biologist RF 

Andrew Todd Water Quality Specialist 

Amy Thornburg Refuge Operations Specialist 

Sherry James Supervisory Park Ranger 
Visitor Services, RMA 

B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 
M.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 

B.S. Recreation Resources Mgmt. 

B.S. Forestry 
M.S. Landscape Architecture 

B.A: Chemistry and Biology 
M.S. Biology 

B.A. Biology 
M.S. Civil Engineering/Water Res. 

B.S. Wildlife Biology 

Bruce Hastings Supervisor, WildlifelHabitat 
RMA 

Lorenz Sollmann Integrated Pest Management 
Fire Management, RMA 

Biocontrol of weeds, RF 
Planning Assistance 

Beth Dickerson Planning Assistance 

Robin Romero 

Preble's Consultation 

B.S. Chemistry and Psychology 
M.S. Wildlife Science 
Ph.D. Ecology 

B.S. Wildlife Biology 

B.S. Animal Science 
M.S. BiologyIEntornology 

M.S. Biology 

29 years 

21 years 

23 years 

15years 

6 years ' 

9 years 

14 years 

18 years 

9 years 

10 years 

4 years 

SHAPlNS ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Name R e z q m d d h  EducaciOn Ezperience 

Ann Moss Project Manager, CCP B.A. Art  and Art History 21 Years 

Mimi Mather Planner, CCP; Public Use B.A. Sociology 4 Years 

Masters of Landscape Architecture 

Masters of Landscape Architecture 

Brian Braa Planner, CCP; Public Use B.S. Accounting 4 Years 
Masters of Landscape Architecture 
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RESOLVE 

Name Reaponsibilicies EducaciorC Ezperience 
Mike Hughes Fac i I i ta t  ion B.A. Political Science 20 Years 

Jody Erikson Facilitation B.A. Human Communication 

Masters of City Planning 

4 Years 

ERO RESOURCES CORP. 

Richard Trenholme Project Manager, E I S  

Bill Mangle h Project Planning and 
Coordination 

Ron Beane Wildlife 

Mark DeHaven ' Vegetation, Soils, and Geology 

Barbara Galloway Water Resources and 
Aquatic Life 

Michael Simler GIS 

Martha Clark Technical Editor 

B.S. Agronomy 

B.S. History/Political Science 
M.S. Natural Resource Policy/Planning 

B.S. Biology 
M.S. Wildlife Biology 

B.A., Business 1 -  

M.S., Natural Resources 

B.A., Environmental Conservation 
and Biology 
M.S., Water Resources 

B.S., Biology 

B.A., English 

25 years 

6years ,I 

> ,  

I .  28 years 

24 years ' 

20 years 

5 years 

18 years 

ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTORS 

The following individuals also contributed to the development of the CCP/EIS by sharing their knowledge in 
planning workshops or a t  other times during the planning process. 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, REGION 6 REGIONAL OFFICE 

Name 

Rick Coleman 

Ron Cole 

Ron Shupe 

Larry Gamble 

Mark Ely 

Sheri Fetherman 

Melvie Uhland 

Ken Kerr 

Chief of Refuges 

Former Region 6 Program Supervisor (CO, KS, NE) 

Region 6 Program Supervisor (CO, KS, NE) 

Chief, Environmental Contaminants 

Planning, GIS and Mapping Coordinator 

Chief, Education and Visitor Services Division 

Education and Visitor Services, COIKSIN E 

Zone Fire Management Officer, CO/KS/NE 



Harvey Wittmier Chief, Realty Division 

David Redhorse External Affairs 

US. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, REGION 6 ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

Name 

Lee Carlson Former CO Ecological Services Field Office 
Supervisor 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, COLORADO FISH AND WILDLIFE ASSISTANCE OFFICE 

Name 

Bruce Rosenlund Colorado Management Assistance Office 

. .  
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, PRIVATE LANDS 

Name 

Bill Noonan Private Lands Coordinator 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, WASHINGTON OFFICE 

Name 

Liz Bellatoni Planning Coordinator 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL NWR STAFF 

Name 

Vic Elam Refuge Operations Specialist 

Stephen Smith Civil Engineer 

Tom Jackson Remedy Coordinator 

Mindy Hetrick WildlifeBiologist . 

Eric Stone Wildlife Biologist 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, ROCKY FLATS FIELD OFFICE 

Name 

Cliff Franklin Physical Scientist 

John Rampe Physical Scientist 
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KAISER-HIL~~ABAT-ANDERSON 

Name 

Jody Nelson Plant Ecologist 

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 

Name 
~~ 

Mike Wedermyer District Wildlife Manager 

Aaron Lindstrom Wildlife Biologist 





The public involvement process was an important 
component of the CCPlE IS project. Dur ing the scoping 
phase of the project, the Service sought input from the 
public and interested organizations and agencies to  help 
direct the CCP/E IS process. Scoping helped identify 
specific opportunities, issues, concerns and ideas related 
to  the management o f  the future Refuge. 

The Service used various methods to  solicit guidance 
and feedback from interested citizens, organizations, 
and government agencies. These methods included 
public scoping meetings, public agency scoping 
meetings, briefings and presentations, issue-specific 
focus group workshops, as well as letters, email and 
telephone calls. 

6.1. PROJECT SCOPING 

The scoping process began w i th  informal public 
agency consultations in February 2002. On July 23, 
2002, Service staff met  wi th the Rocky Flats 
Coalition of Local Governments (RFCLOG). The 
RFCLOG is a coalition of seven local governments 
(Boulder County, Jefferson County, C i ty  and 
County of Broomfield, and the cities of Arvada, 
Boulder, Westminster, and Superior). 

Beginning in early 2002, Service staff met wi th 
representatives f rom communities, agencies, and 
businesses that may have an interest in the Rocky 
Flats CCPlElS process. The Service also met wi th 
state representatives, including the offices of the 
Governor, the Attorney General and the C D P H E  to  
help develop the public process. The purpose of these 
meetings was to  br ief  the stakeholders on  the planning 
process, and solicit their comments and concerns for 
t he  scoping process. 

Between February 6 and April 12,2002, Dean 
Rundle and Laurie Shannon with the US. Fish and 
Wildlife Service met individually wi th each member of 
the RFCLOG. All the local governments had questions 
about developing the Memorandum of Understanding 
between DOE and the Service in addition to  the 
planning process. Copies of the Service's policy on 
Planning and Compatibility were distributed. 
Service staff also met  wi th representatives of the 
cities of Golden, Thornton, Northglenn, Louisville 
and Lafayette. 

The formal scoping period for the general public began 
on August 23,2002, w i th  the publication of a Notice o f  . 

Intent in the Federal Register. The Notice of Intent 
notified the public o f  the Service's intent t o  begin the 
CCP/E I S process, set the dates for public scoping 
meetings, and solicited public comments. The scoping 
period ended on October 31,2002. 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 
1 . :  . .  4 . . :  

Public scoping meetings were h e l l  in September 2002 
in Broomfield, Arvada, Westminster, and Boulder:. :: 
Several weeks before the public scoping:meetings;.. . . ' ' ' .- 

Planning Update #1, an announcement of the scoping 
meetings, was mailed to  889 individuals, businesses and 
organizations. The mailing list consisted o f  individuals 
and organizations that had previously expressed an 
interest in Rocky Flats-related issues and were on the 
Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board .(RFCAB), the 
DOE, o r  Kaiser-Hill (DOE contractor) mailing lists. 

Planning Update #1 described the planning process, 
the draft vision and goals for the Refuge, and the dates, 
times and locations of the public scoping meetings. 
Information contained in Planning Update #1 also was 
announced a t  RFCLOG and R F C A B  meetings. A 
press release soliciting participation in the scoping 
process was also sent to  23 local and national media 
organizations. The Service placed advertisements in 
seven newspapers to  publicize the project and invite 
the public t o  the scoping meetings. Flyers announcing 
the public scoping meetings were posted in public 
buildings in several communities surrounding the 
Rocky Flats site. 

:.. ' .. 

' I. 

PROJECT WEBSITE 

The Rocky Flats N W R  web site (http://rocky 
flats.fws.gov/) was published for public access during 
the week of July 21, 2002, and contained information 
about the public scoping meetings, as well as 
downloadable versions o f  all of the available public 
scoping documents. 

PUBLIC AGENCY MEETING 

On August 19, 2002, the Service hosted a meeting for 
representatives f rom various state and federal agencies 



interested in the future management of the Rocky 
Flats site. The following agencies were represented: 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry 

Ci ty of Westminster 

Colorado Attorney General's Office 

Colorado Department of Agriculture 

Colorado Department o f  Public Health and 
Environment 

Colorado Department of Transportation 
I .  

"' '' '-.i..Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology . './, 1. . ,  

. .  - .  . . .  , 
I,. I. , /. , ' '. '. : < .  : 

,;Colorado Division of Wildlife . .  !, ' 
. ,. . ., 

I .  . ~ .: , .  
,r.. , ,. ~ .:. .. Colorado Geological Survey 

' - '  . ,  ' ' ' Colorado Historical Society 
..; '.P ! ' _  .. .. 

Colorado State Parks 

Denver Regional Council of Governments 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Governor Owens' Office 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 

State Land Board 

Senator Allard's Office 

. .  . . , .  . 

U.S. A rmy  Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

US. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Urban Drainage and Flood Control Distr ict 

Xcel Energy 

Focus GROUPS 

Six focus group meetings were held on October 28, 29, 
and 30,2002. The purpose of the focus group meetings 
was to convene a forum t o  better explore key issues, as 
well as the potential management alternatives and 
their potential implications. Participants were invited 
because of their knowledge o f  a particular subject. 
Focus groups were convened around the following 
topics: Recreation; Environmental Education; Public 

PerceptionlPublic I nformation: Managing a NWR in 
the Context of Remediation and Contamination; Trails; 
Vegetation Management; and Wildlife Management. 

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

Representatives f rom the Arapaho Tribe, Cheyenne 
and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma, Northern Cheyenne 
Tribe, the U t e  Indian Tribe Business Council, Southern 
U t e  Tribe, and the U te  Mountain U te  Tribe were 
contacted by the Service to solicit their input for the 
scoping process. The Service received responses from 
the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma and 
wi l l  continue t o  work w i th  them during the planning 
process. The Service did not receive any scoping 
comments f rom the Tribes. ' " '. + . ' , j .  . .  , 

. ( 1  
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During the course of the public scoping piocess, the ' 
planning team received ,1,881 comments f rom the public 
o r  other stakeholders. !Every comment was considered 
and grouped by topic area (Table 22). The objective of 
the scoping process is to  gather the full range of 
comments, questions and concerns that the public has 
about the future Rocky Flats NWR.  

Major topics included public use, cultural resources, 
real estate, infrastructure, vegetation management, 
and wildlife management. Other topics that have 
attracted comments include Refuge operations, cleanup 
level and remediation issues, and comments on the 
planning process. 

. . .  . . I : .  ,. , * j  , 

Table 22. Percentage of Scoping Comments by Topic 

Topic Area Percentage of I Comments 

Public Use 

Vegetation 

Wildlife 

Infrastructure 

Contaminationt 

Property$ 

Cultural Resources 

Refuge Operations 

Planning Process 

31 

13 

12 

11 

10 

a 
6 

6 
3 

t Issues related to contamination and site cleanup are outside the 
scope of this CCPIEIS, as explained in Section 1.8. 

t Issues related to property include mineral rights, potential land 
acquisitions, and the transportation corridor right of  way, all of 
which are discussed in Section 2.9. 



Written submissions came in the fo rm of letters, email, 
questionnaires, and notes f rom telephone calls. 
Questionnaires were distributed a t  the public scoping 
meetings and could also be downloaded from the 
project website. Sixty-two wri t ten submissions were 
received. All writ ten submissions were carefully read 
and evaluated to  determine the specific issues o r  
concerns that were being addressed. 

After the workshops were completed, the Service re- 
evaluated all the issues and revised some portions o f  
the alternatives pr ior  to  the development o f  the 
CCPlE IS. 

6.4. COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS 

The Dra f t  CCPlEIS was available for public review 
from February 19,2004 t o  Apr i l  25,2004. In March 

6.3. ALTERNATIVE WORKSHOPS 

After the significant issues were identified during the 
scoping period, the Service developed alternatives for 
the management of the Refuge. In May 2003, the 
Service held workshops in Broomfield, Arvada, 
Westminster, and Boulder to  present four preliminary 

I 2004, the Seri ice held four public hearings on  the dra f t  
in Westminster, Boulder, Arvada, and Broomfield. In I 

addition t o  the public hearing testimony, comments 
were also received in the form of letters, emails, fo rm 
letters, and petitions. During the Dra f t  CCP/E I S  
comment period, the Service received over 5,000 
comments f rom 251 individuals, 34 agencies/ 

- ' organizations; and 933 form letters. :From those who 

I 

. 
. .  . . .  . , . . I .  ; ,  

.- : , . 
. ,  . . .. . 

, , ,  . 
management alternatives. The alternatives ranged 
from providing little or no public'access to  extensive .. ' 1  '' specifically stated a preference for a.particular ' . . .> ' L  , . :. . , c.: . i ' 

public access and facility development. A t  each 
workshop, the participants were encouraged t o  provide 
comments on the alternatives, and were specifically 
asked what they liked o r  disliked about them.' 

ISSUES TO RECONSIDER 

The public expressed differing opinions on several 
issues. The following were the predominant concerns: 

Proposed Action: Re-examine Alternative B and 
determine if it should remain as is o r  be modified in 
some specific way. 

Equestrian Use: Evaluate whether equestrian use is 
consistent wi th the goals of Alternative B, and if it is 
compatible wi th the Refuge purposes. 

Trail Deaign: Consider modifying t ra i l  configurations 
in Alternatives B and D to improve connectivity and 
enhance visitor experience while minimizing potential 
impacts on sensitive natural resources. 

Restoration: Consider phasing options that would 
accelerate habitat conservation and delay public use 
facility and programming development until 
restoration efforts are underway. 

PUBLIC PREFERENCES 

Comments on the alternatives were highly varied as to  
people's desires, wi th some wanting no public access t o  
Rocky Flats and some wanting extensive public use. 
More people supported Alternative B, either as it is o r  
wi th some modifications. A majori ty of the comments 
were related to  public use opportunities (42 percent) 
and habitat and wildlife management (30 percent). 
These percentages reflect what was heard through the 
comment period, which ended in June 2003. 

aiternativ;, 21 pe&nt supported Alternative A, 63 .. ',I ' 
percent supported Alternative B;15 percent for I . . 

Alternative C, and 1 percent for Alternative D. 

The most significant issue raised was about public 
access and whether there should be any public access 
due to  past contamination history and the current level 
of cleanup on the site and how the D O E  retained area 
would be demarcated. Other significant issues included 
public hunting, prescribed f ire and grazing, prairie dog 
management, water rights, Lindsay Ranch, cumulative 
impacts of adjacent mining, and nearby transportation 
improvements. A l l  substantive issues raised in the 
comments were addressed in the Final CCP/E IS. 

A l l  of the comments received on  the Dra f t  CCP/EIS, as 
well as responses t o  substantive comments, are 
included or  summarized in Appendix H-Comments 
and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (under a separate cover). Public comments 
wil l  be available for review a t  the Front Range 
Community College Library, Rocky Flats Reading 
Room or  a t  the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National 
Wildlife Refuge Visitor Center on weekends. 
Responses t o  comments are included as a companion 
document wi th the Final CCPlEIS. 

. . , '. ..- 
.,. . \ ; .  

. ,  . .. 
I .  

CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT CCP/EIS 

As a result o f  public comments and concerns about the 
Dra f t  CCPIEIS, numerous changes were made t o  the 
Final CCP/E I S. The most significant changes include 
the following: 

Trails: New trai l  configurations for 
Alternatives B and D (See Figures 7,9,25, 
and 27) 



. .  .. . .  * ,  

. . .  . . ,  . 

Hunting Weapomy Muzzleloading rifles 
were eliminated from the list of weapons to 
be allowed for the hunting program. 

Contamination: Expanded discussion of 
contamination, cleanup, and the DOE 
retained lands (See Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2, 
and Appendix E) 

Traneportation Improvementx Revised 
discussion about the transportation corridor 
and nearby transportation improvements 
(See Sections 2.10 and 4.16) 

. . . . .  
, / % .  , ,  , . , .  .: . 
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6.5. DRAFT CCP/EIS RECIPIENTS 

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

Name 
Glen Tucker 
Scott Fredericksen 
Steve Balzek 
Tim Carey 
John Rampe 
Frazier Lockart 
Amy Bergstedt 
Robert Roberts 
John Brejcha 
Eric Lane 
Ron Cattany 
Steve Gunderson 
Howard Roitman 
Steve Tarlton 
Brad Beckham 
Tim Harris 
Eric O'Dell 
Mike Wedermyer 
Scott Hoover 
Ken Knox 
Charlie Unseld 
Dan Corson 
Vicki Cowart 
Greg Squire 
Bob Finch 
Roxanne Brickel I- Reardon 
Dan McAuliffe 
John Sovell 
Dr. George Beck 
Len Ackland 
Dr. Tim Seastadt 
Bill Broderick 
Scott Tucker 
Honorable Paul Danish 
Jane Uitti 
Rich Koopman 
Scott Robson 
Mike Bartleson 
Shirley Garcia 
Councilor Hank Stoval 
Councilor Tom Bruner 
Honorable Ken Fellman 
Gordon Reusink 
Councilor Lorraine Anderson 
Clark Johnson 
Andrea O'Neill 
Shawn McGrath 
Mike Weil 

Agency Toxic Substance and Disease Register 
Federal Aviation Administration 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Colorado Board of Land Commissioners 

Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology ' .,. . ' 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environ'ment . 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment . '  

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado Division of Water Resources 
Colorado Department of Local Affairs 
Colorado Office of Historic Preservation 
Colorado Office of Minerals and Geology 
Colorado Office of Minerals and Geology 
Colorado State Parks 
Colorado State Parks 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
Colorado State University 
Colorado State University 
University of Colorado 
University of Colorado 
Denver Regional Council of Governments 
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District 
Boulder County 
'Boulder County 
Boulder County Parks and Open Space 
Boulder County Transportation 
City and County of Broomfield 
City and County of Broomfield 
City and County of Broomfield 
City and County of Broomfield 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada 
City of Arvada Park Advisory Committee 
City of Boulder 
City of Boulder 

. .  . Colorado Department of Agriculture " . .  

.': . i :::'-;.' : 



Jim Crain 
Ma t t  Jones 
Krist in Pri tz 
Councilor Bob Nelson 
Mike  Bestor 
Gary Klaphake 
Bill Simmons 
Philip Nelson 
Jack Ethredge 
Ron Hellbusch 
Albert Nelson 
Lynn Wodel I 
Councilor Sam Dixon 
Honorable Michelle Lawrence 
Nannette Neelan 
Ken Foelske 
Frank Kunze 
Trustee Karen lmbierowicz 
Ma t t  Magley 

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES 

City of Boulder Open Space 
C i ty  of Boulder Open Space 
City of Broomfield Open Space 
C i ty  of Golden 
C i ty  of Golden 
City of Lafayette 
C i ty  of Louisville 
C i ty  of Northglenn 
City of Thornton 
C i ty  of Westminster 
Ci ty of Westminster 
Ci ty of Westminster 
C i ty  of Westminster 
Jefferson County 
Jefferson County 
Jefferson County Open Space 
Jefferson County Open Space 
Town of Superior 
Town of Superior 

Name 

Dan Mil ler 
Felicity Hannay 
Doug Young 
Terry Van Keuren 
John Swartout 
Brandy Belta 
Jeanette Alberg 
Kim Cadena 

Office of Attorney General Ken Salazar 
Office of Attorney General Ken Salazar 
Office o f  Congressman Mark  Udal1 
Office o f  Congressman Tom Tancredo 
Office of Governor Bill Owens 
Office o f  Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
Office of Senator Wayne Allard 
Office of Congressman Bob Beauprez 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Name 
Suzanne Webel 
Jim McKee 
Jyoti  Wind 
Steve Davies Cold War Museum 
Michael Menefee 
Suzanne O'Neil Colorado Wildl i fe Federation 
David Buckner Esco Associates 
Paula Elofson-Gardine Environmental Information Network 
David and Doris DePenning 
Roman Kohler Homesteaders 
Gary Spring 
David Shelton Kaiser-H iI I 
Bob Meulengracht Mule Deer Foundation 
Steve Torbit  National Wildl i fe Federation 

BATCO - Boulder Area Trails Coalition 
Boulder County Nature Assn.; Colorado Wildl i fe Federation 
Citizens Concerned About Nuclear Waste Impacts 

Colorado Natural  Heritage Program 

Friends o f  the Foothills 

International Mountain Biking Association 



I Chapter 6 Consultation and Coordination 

Paul Kilburn 
J im Stone 
David Abelson 
Kimberly Chelboun 
Tom Gallegos 
Victor Holm 
Jerry Henderson 
William Cossack 
Ken Korkia 
J im Kinsinger 
Patricia Rice 
Er in Hamby 
Tom Marshall 
LeRoy Moore 
Hildegard H ix  
Joan Seeman 
Justin Spring ' 

' Len Carpenter : 

Steve Smith . , . ,  - . .. ... . .  

North Jeffco Area Group 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission 
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center 
Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center 
Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center 
Sierra Club 
Sierra Club 
Trust for Public Land 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Xcel Energy . 

, . '. . .  . 
I . .  
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NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

Name 

Anthony Addison, Chairman 
Virgil Franklin, Sr., NAGPRA Contact 
James Pedro 
Geri Small, President 
Nelson Tallbull Sr., NAGPRA Contact 
Leonard Burch, Chairman 
0. Roland McCook Sr., NAGPRA Contact 
Floyd Wopsock, Chairman 
Judy Knight-Frank, Chairperson 
Terry Knight, NAGPRA 

Arapaho Business Committee 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma 
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council 
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council 
Southern Ute Tribe 
Ute Indian Tribe 
Ute Indian Tribe Business Committee 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

INDIVIDUALS 

Name Name 

Bini Abbott 
Jacques and Carolyn Adam 
Donald and Pamela Anderson 
Hildy Armour 
Amy Bowman 
John Boylan 
Judy Capra 
Judy Childers 
Kirk Cunningham 
Alex Deya-Santiago 
Becky Eades 
Janice Echardt 
Judy Enderle 
Anne Fenerty 

Ann Lockhart 
Doug Magee 
Julie Maheu 
Brenda Marriott 
Michael Mauro 
Charlie McKay 
Nancy McNally 
Caecilia McNeill 
Dan and Barb Michaels 
Chris Morrison 
Renee Nelson 
Werner and Nancy Newpert 
Harvey Nichols 
Shelly Reed 
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accessibility: the state o r  quality of being easily 
approached o r  entered, particularly as it relates to  the 
Americans Wi th  Disabilities Act. 

accessible facilities: structures accessible for most 
people wi th disabilities without assistance; ADA- 
accessible (e.g., parking lots, trails, pathways, ramps). 

adaptive management: the rigorous application of 
management, research, and monitoring t o  gain 
information and experience necessary to  assess and 
modify management activities. A process that uses 
feedback from refuge research and monitoring and 
evaluation of management actions to  support or modify 
objectives and strategies a t  all planning levels. 

alternative: a reasonable way t o  f ix an identified 
problem or  satisfy a stated need (40 C F R  1500.2 [cf. 
"management alternative"]). 

alluvium: soils that  have been formed by the 
deposition of water borne materials. 

appropriate use: a proposed or  existing use of a 
national wildlife refuge that (1) supports the Refuge 
System Mission, the major purposes, goals o r  
objectives of the refuge; (2) is necessary for the safe 
and effective conduct of a priori ty general public use on 
the refuge; (3) is otherwise determined under Service 
Manual Chapter 605 FW1 (draft), by the Refuge 
Manager and Refuge Supervisor to  be appropriate. 

aquifer a formation, group of formations, o r  part  of a 
formation that contains sufficient saturated, permeable 
material to yield significant quantities of water to  wells 
and springs. 

aquitard: a layer of rock having low permeability that 
stores groundwater but delays i ts flow. 

biodiversity the variety of life in all its forms. 

breeding habitat: habitat used by migratory birds or 
other animals during the breeding season. 

buffer zones: land bordering and protecting critical 
habitats; areas created or  sustained to  lessen the 
negative effects of land development on animals, plants, 
and their habitats. 

candidate species: species for which the Service has 
sufficient information on file about their biological 
vulnerability and threats to  propose their listing under 
the Endangered Species Act. 

CERCLA: The Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liabi l i ty Act (commonly 
known as Superfund), which created a tax on the 
chemical and petroleum industries to, among other 
purposes, establish a t rust  fund to  provide for long- 

te rm cleanup of contaminated sites. 

Chronic Wasting Disease: a contagious fatal 
neurological disease among deer and elk that  produces 
small lesions in brains of infected animals. It is 
characterized by loss of body condition, behavioral 
abnormalities and death. 

communi* the locality in which a group of people 
resides and shares the same government. 

vegetation community type: a particular assemblage 
o f  plants and animals, named for i ts dominant 
characteristic. 

compatiile use: "a wildlife-dependent recreational use 
or  any other use o f  a refuge that, in the sound 
professionaljudgment of the. Djrector, wi l l  not  .. ,'. , '  

materially interfere wi th o r  detract.from.thefulfill,ment. 
of the mission of the System or the purposes of the 
refuge" (National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997 [Public L a w  105-57; 111 Stat. 
12531). 

compatibility determination: a required determination 
for wildlife-dependent recreational uses or  any other 
public uses of a refuge before a use is allowed. 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan. a document 
mandated by the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997 that describes desired future 
conditions for  a refuge unit, and provides long-range 
guidance for the unit leader to  accomplish the mission 
o f  the System and the purpose(s) o f  the unit (PL. 105- 
57;FWS Manual 602 FW 1.4). 

concern: cf. "issue." 

conservation: managing natural resources to prevent 
loss o r  waste (N.b. Management actions may include 
preservation, restoration, and enhancement). 

conservation agreements: voluntary wr i t ten 
agreements among two or  more parties for the purpose 
o f  ensuring the survival and welfare of unlisted species 
o f  fish and wildlife o r  their habitats or-to achieve other 
specified conservation goals. 

conservation easement: a legal agreement between a 
landowner and a land trust  (a private, nonprofit 
conservation organization) or government agency that 
permanently limits uses o f  a property to protect i ts 
conservation values. 

cooperative agreement: the legal instrument used 
when the principal purpose of a transaction is the 
transfer of money, property, services, o r  anything of 
value to a recipient in order to  accomplish a public 
purpose authorized by Federal statute, and substantial 



involvement between the Service and the recipient is 
anticipated (cf. "grant agreement"). 

cultural mource: a general t e rm applied to  buildings, 
structures, landscape features, places, o r  other 
identifiable artifacts of scientific, aesthetic, educational, 
spiritual, archaeological, architectural, o r  historic 
significance. Can also be more narrowly defined to  
refer to a prehistoric o r  historic district, site, building, 
structure o r  object listed in or  eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

designated wilderness a n x  an area designated by 
Congress as par t  of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (FWS Manual 610 FW 1.5 

, [draft]). 

' ' disturbed &a: an area where natural processes have 
' been degraded o r  destroyed due to human impacts 

(e.g., mining, cultivation, development). 

easement: an agreement by which landowners give up 
or sell one of the r ights on their property (e.g., ditch 
owners may have an easement t o  maintain the 
waterway [cf. "conservation easement"]). 

ecosystem: a natural community of organisms 
interacting wi th its physical environment, regarded as 
a unit. 

endangered species: a Federal- o r  State-listed 
protected species that is in danger of extinction 
throughout all o r  a significant portion of its range. 

environmental education: education aimed at 
producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable about the 
biophysical environment and its associated problems, 
aware of how to help solve these problems, and 
motivated to  work toward their solution" (Stapp et al. 
1969). 

Environmental Impact Statement: ( E  IS) a detailed, 
writ ten analysis of the environmental impacts of a 
proposed action, adverse effects of the project that  
cannot be avoided, alternative courses of action, short- 
te rm uses of the environment versus the maintenance 
and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources 
(cf. 40 C F R  1508.11). 

erosion: the detachment and movement of soil f rom the 
land by wind, water, or gravity. 

extirpated: no longer occurring in a given geographic 
area. 

Federal land public land owned by the Federal 
Government, including national forests, national parks, 
and national wildlife refuges. 
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Federally listed species: a species listed either as 
endangered, threatened, o r  a species a t  r isk (formerly, 
a "candidate species") under the Endangered Species 
Ac t  of 1973, as amended. 

geographic information system: (G IS) a computerized 
system t o  compile, store, analyze and display 
geographically referenced information (e.g., G I  S can 
overlay multiple sets of information on the distribution 
o f  a variety o f  biological and physical features). 

global positioning system: (GPS) a satellite-based 
navigation and positioning system that can be used t o  
locate and store specific points on the earth. GPS 
technology can be used to  create accurate maps of 
refuge resources or  management issues (such as weed 
patches) that  can be easily loaded ,.. onto . a,,G IS  for 

. . .  *,. . ; I  I ,' .. . 
analysis. 

habitat m e n t a t i o n :  the breaking up.0f.a specific . . . . 
habitat into' smaller, unconnected a,reas (N.b. A habitat, 
area that ' is too small may not provide enough space to  
maintain a breeding population of the species in 
question). 

habitat conservation: protecting'an animal o r  plant 
habitat to  ensure that the use o f  that  habitat by the 
animal o r  plant is not altered or  reduced. 

habitat: the place where a particular type of plant o r  
animal lives. 

hay meadow: reference to  a 300-acre portion of Rocky 
Flats that was once cultivated for agriculture and is 
now comprised primari ly o f  non-native smooth brome 
and crested wheatgrass. In its current condition, the 
hay meadow provides marginal wildlife habitat, though 
it does not adversely affect other Refuge resources. 

informal monitOring: (see monitoring) the on-going 
observation of resource conditions and needs by 
Service staff that does not follow a pre-determined 
schedule o r  observation method. 

Integrated Pest Management: (I PM)  sustainable 
approach to  managing pests by combining biological, 
cultural, physical, and chemical tools in a way that 
minimizes economic, health, and environmental risks. 

interpretive facilities: structures that provide 
information about an event, place, o r  thing by a variety 
of means, including printed, audiovisual, o r  multimedia 
materials (e.g., kiosks that offer printed materials and 
audiovisuals, signs, and trai l  heads). 

forbs: flowering plants (excluding grasses, sedges, and 
rushes) that do not have a woody stem and die back t o  
the ground at the end o f  the growing season. 

I .  .. , . .  . .  . . I J . : . ~  

. .  . .  . .  . .  . 
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interpretive m a k h k  any tool used to  provide o r  
clarify information, explain events o r  things, o r  
increase awareness and understanding o f  the events o r  
things (e.g., printed materials l ike brochures, maps o r  
curriculum materials; audiolvisual materials like video 
and audio tapes, films, o r  slides; and, interactive 
multimedia materials, CD-ROM or  other computer 
technology). 

h u e :  any unsettled matter that  requires a 
management decision (e.g., a Service initiative, an 
opportunity, a management problem, a threat to  the 
resources of the unit, a conflict in uses, a public 
concern, or the presence o f  an undesirable resource 
condition). 

, '  I 

: . .  . lo@ agencies: generally, municipal governments, 
. 'regional planning,comrnissions, o r  conservation groups.. 

. .  '. . 

: ' 1ong-term.protectiox mechanisms like fee t i t le . . 
I .  acquisition, conservation.easements, o r  binding . ' : ' . : - I .  

agreements wi th landowners that  ensure land use and'. 
land management practices wi l l  remain compatible 
wi th maintaining species populations over the long 
term. 

managed grazing: the use of livestock such as cattle o r  
goats for purposes other than livestock production 
(including weed management and vegetative 
succession). Often requires fencing and moving 
animals in an organized fashion to  achieve resource 
management objectives. 

management alternative: a set of objectives and the 
strategies needed to  accomplish each objective [FWS 
Manual 602 ,FW 1.41. 

management concern: cf. "issue"; "migratory nongame 
birds of management concern." 

management opportunity: cf. "issue." 

management p h  a plan that guidesfuture land 
management practices on a tract. 

management strategy: a general approach to  meeting 
unit objectives (N.b. A strategy may be broad, o r  it 
may be detailed enough t o  guide implementation 
through specific actions, tasks, and projects [FWS 
Manual 602 F W  1.41). 

mission statement: a succinct statement of the purpose 
for which the unit was established; i ts reason for being. 

mitigation: actions taken to  compensate for the 
negative effects of a particular project (e.g., wetland 
mitigation usually restores or  enhances a previously 
damaged wetland or  creates a new wetland). 

' 

mixed grassland prairie: a combination of several 
grassland communities, including mesic mixed 
grassland, short grassland, xeric needle and thread 
grassland, and reclaimed mixed grassland, that are 
composed o f  similar types o f  native and non-native 
grasses and have common management requirements. 

monitoring the collection o f  scientific information t o  
determine the effects of resource management actions 
and to identify changing resource conditions or  needs. 

multi-we trails: trails,designated for a variety o f  uses 
including hiking, biking and, in some cases, equestrian 
use. 

National Envirdnmental Policy Act of 1969 ( N  E PA) 

environmental impacts of.their'actions; 'incorporate ;.;, 
.environmental information, and use pubkpart ic ipat ion 
'in.planning and implementing .environmental actions. L .  . I . : , . 

planning requirements, and prepare appropriate 
N EPA documents t o  facilitate better environmental 
decision-making [cf. 40 C F R  15001.) . '  

National Register of Historic P k  Authorized 
under the National Historic Preservation Act o f  1966, 
the National Register is the nation's official list of 
cultural resources worthy of preservation. National 
Register properties are distinguished by having been 
documented and evaluated according to uniform 
standards. 

National Wildlife Refuge Complex: (Complex) an 
internal Service administrative l inking o f  refuge units 
closely related by their  purposes, goals, ecosystem, o r  
geopolitical boundaries. In this case, referr ing to  the 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge 
(NWR), Two Ponds NWR, and Rocky Flats NWR as a 
complex. 

National Wildlife Refuge System: (System) all lands 
and waters and interests therein administered by the 
Service as wildlife refuges, wildlife ranges, wildlife 
management areas, waterfowl production areas, and 
other areas for the protection and conservation of fish 
and wildlife, including those that are threatened with 
extinction. 

native species: a plant or animal that  has grown in the 
region since the last glaciation and occurred before 
European settlement. 

Notice of Intent: (NOI) an announcement published in 
the Federal Register that states what the an agency 
wil l  prepare and review an environmental impact 
statement [40 C F R  1508.221. 

requires all. Federal agencies to  exam,ine the ' .  ., I 

(Federal agencies must.iritegrate,N EPA wi th  other . . .  
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noxious weeds: non-native species that have been 
introduced into an area and, because of their 
aggressive growth and lack of natural predators, 
displace native species. 

objective: a concise statement o f  what the Service 
wants to  achieve, how much to  achieve, when and 
where t o  achieve it, and who is responsible for the 
work. Objectives derive f rom goals and provide the 
basis for determining strategies, monitoring refuge 
accomplishments, and evaluating the success o f  
strategies. Objectives are made to  be attainable, time- 
specific, and measurable. 

0ff-M u&: designated areas where visitors are 
permitted t o  traverse across the landscape and are not 
limited to the trai l  corridors. . I  

private land land owned by a private individual o r  
group o r  non-government organization. 

private landowner: cf. "private land." 

private organization: any non-government 
organization. 

F'ropoeed Action (or alternative): activities for which 
an Environmental I mpact Statement is being written; 
the alternative containing the actions and strategies 
recommended by the planning team. The proposed 
action is, for al l  proactive purposes, the draf t  CCP for 
the Refuge. (Referred to  as the Preferred Alternative 
in the Final CCP/EIS). 

. . .  
. I  . . i ,pedestrian t r d 8 :  trails designated for hiking use only I . '  , 

..'. .,and not:opened to  other modes of.transportation such', ' 
. e .  : *  

6 .  
' I  .: I 

. .  . , , . , .  
outdoor!hsroom: an environmentii 'kdication facility,! -! as I. 6ikir;lg , 

o r  I equestrianuses. . 
i,. ., ,, ,. , , , ,.. . . , % .  ,.. . ?( , , . V ' ,  " . 

. 1 ' 1 . 1  . 

.. I that provides learning space and storage fo r .  .. . 
educational materials and props in the field. 

- . . 
. . 

overlook A designated viewing'area often furnished 
with a bench and interpretive signage. 

partnership: a contract o r  agreement among two o r  
more individuals, groups o f  individuals, organizations, 
or agencies, in which each agrees to famish a part  of 
the capital o r  some service in kind (e.g., labor) for a 
mutually beneficial enterprise. 

patch: a relatively homogenous habitat area that is  
not interrupted by disturbance corridors such as 
roads, trails, o r  fences. 

permitted mining use: an area in which an outside 
party owns the r ights t o  subsurface minerals and a 
permit  to mine those minerals. Mining could occur on  
these areas. 

picocurie: A unit o f  measurement for radioactivity, 
equal to  one tr i l l ionth of a curie (lxlO-1z). A curie is a 
unit of radioactivity, based originally on  the 
radioactivity o f  1 gram of pure radium, equal to  37 
billion disintegrations per second. 

Planning Updates: newsletters distributed, pr imari ly 
through mailing lists, in order to  update the 
interested public on  the status of the CCP project. 

pre-settlement condition: a conceptual goal for habitat 
restoration based on ecological conditions that existed 
prior t o  ranching and modern use and disturbance of 
the site. 

preecriid 6re: the application of f i re to  wildland 
fuels, either by natural or intentional ignition, to  
achieve identified land use objectives (FWS Manual 
621 F W  1.7). 

' I .  , , . 'protection: mechanisms4ike fee'title,acquisition, . . . - .% . . #  . . 
conservation easements, o r  binding agreements wi th 

practices will remain compatible wi th maintaining 
species populations a t  a site (cf, "long-term ") 

. .  ' . 
~. 

' :i '  .; . -<'':: !'< '. ' 
, . . ,:i . ,  

landowners that  ensure land use and land management ' . ' :  . , 

public: individuals, organizations, and non-government 
groups; officials of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies; Native American tribes, and 
foreign nations includes anyone outside the core 
planning team, those who may or  may not have 
indicated an interest in the issues and those who do o r  
do not realize that  our decisions may affect them. 

public involvement: offering t o  interested individuals 
and organizations that our actions or  policies may 
affect an opportunity to  become informed; soliciting 
their opinion. 

public involvement plan: long-term guidance for 
involving the public in the comprehensive planning 
process. 

public land: land owned by the local, State, o r  Federal 
Government. 

rare species: species identified for  special management 
emphasis because of their uncommon occurrence. 

rare community types: plant community types 
classified as rare by any State program (as used in 
CCPs, includes exemplary community types). 

recommended wilderness: areas studied and found 
suitable for wilderness designation by both the 
Director (FWS) and Secretary (DOI), and 
recommended by the President to  Congress for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness System (FWS 
Manual 610 FW 1.5 [draft]). 
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.. L . , .  . , . , . . . .  
. I  

. .  . , .  

Record of Decision: (ROD) a concise public record o f  a 
decision-by a Federal agency pursuant t o  NEPA. (N.b. 
A ROD includes: the decision; all the alternatives 
considered; the environmentally preferable alternative; 
a summary of monitoring and enforcement, where 
applicable, for any mitigation; and, whether all practical 
means have been adopted to  avoid o r  minimize 
environmental harm from the alternative selected [or if 
not, why not].) 

refuge goals: "descriptive, open-ended, and often 
broad statements o f  desired future conditions that 
convey a purpose but do not define measurable units" 
(Writing Refuge Management Goals and Objectives: A 
Hand book). 

refuge manaement economic activiw .a management 
activity on a national wildlife: refuge that results in' the 
qeneration of a'commodity which is o r  can be sold as 

I . .  

revegetation: the process of establishing a 
native plant community in an area that was formerly 
disturbed. M a y  involve removing existing non-native 
vegetation, grading, soil preparation, seeding, and 
supplemental irrigation. 

RFCA Parties: the agencies that are signatories 
t o  the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement: U.S. 
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Colorado Department of Public Health 
and Environment. 

riparian area: see riparian habitat. 

riparian habitat: habitat along the banks of a stream 
or  r iver that  is characterized by trees and shrubs 
(such,as cottonwood and willow) that grow in 
moist .conditions. I : :: , ,;;.;. ' .  . : "  - 0. ... , 

... . . .  . .  
, I .  I . . . ,  / ( . .  . 

: . I  , \  8 ,  . .  . / .  

r i g h t o f ' k y ' t h a t  land on'which'a publicjroad may be. ,!' : , . .  ..: .:.':., , 

'services.. Examples include: farming, grazing; haying, 

Refuge Manager: the official directly in charge o f  a 
national wildlife refuge o r  a wildlife refuge complex. 

refuge purposes: "The purposes specified in or  derived 
from the law, proclamation, executive order, agreement, 
public land order, donation document, or administrative 
memorandum establishing, authorizing, o r  expanding a 
refuge, refuge unit, o r  refuge subunit" (National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of  1997). 

refuge lands: lands in which the Service holds full 
interest in fee t i t le or partial interest like an easement. 

refuge use: a recreational use (including actions 
associated with a recreational use o r  other general 
public use), o r  refuge management economic activity. 

Regional chief: the official in charge of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System within a Region of the US. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

relative cover: a measure o f  abundance for individual 
plant species o r  group o f  species of interest in a 
specified area, relative to  the total cover all species. 
Can be expressed as a percentage. 

restoration: the artificial manipulation of habitat to 
restore it to  i ts former condition (e.g., restoration may 
involve planting native grasses and forbs, removing 
shrubs, prescribed burning, o r  re-establishing habitat 
for native plants and animals on degraded grassland). 

restored stream crossing: obstructions such as 
culverts, roads and trails are removed o r  restructured 
to allow stream flows t o  return to  a more 
natural condition. 

. .  . 
t imber harvesting, and trapping. . .  

: I  ' 
, : , . s .  

runoff: water 'from rain, melted snow, or'agricultural or;''.' 
landscape irrigation that flows over a land surface into ' 
a water body (cf. "urban runoff'). 

scophg: the process used a t  the beginning of a 
planning process to  engage the public and other 
agencies t o  determine the scope and significant issues 
t o  be addressed in the plan and analyzed in the E IS. 

seasonal closures: areas andlor trails closed for the 
protection of wildlife based on their annual life cycles 
and habitat needs. Closures are seasonal and are 
determined by Refuge staff. 

sedimentation: the introduction of eroded soil particles 
to  a water body which can result in increased turbidity' 
(cloudiness) and affect aquatic plants and animals. 

Service presence: Service programs and facilities that 
it directs o r  shares wi th other organizations; public 
awareness o f  the Service as a sole o r  cooperative 
provider of programs and facilities. 

site improvement: any activity that changes the 
condition of an existing site to  better interpret events, 
places, o r  things related to  a refuge (e.g., improving 
safety and access, replacing non-native wi th native 
plants, refurbishing footbridges and trai l  ways, and 
renovating or  expanding exhibits). 

Refuge mailing list: A list containing names and 
addresses o f  people wi th an interest in the Refuge. As 
part  o f  the planning process, the list was continually 
updated t o  include conservation agencies, recreation 
interests, Congressionals, workbook respondents, open 
houselfocus group attendees, etc. 
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social trail: unplanned trails that develop informally 
through repeated use. A re  commonly formed between 
planned trails and points of interest. 

soil productivity: The overall productive status of a soil 
arising from all aspects o f  its quality, such as its 
physical and structural condition as well as i ts chemical 
content. 

species of concern: species not federally listed as 
threatened o r  endangered, but about which the Service 
o r  our partners are concerned. 

stabilization: reinforcing a building (e.9.. Lindsay 
Barn) to  avoid further deterioration of its 
structural integrity. 

.; Stati~agencies: genera I IU n & u a  I :, 
State'governments. 

. ; . .  , .. 

. . 1 . .  - 8  . .  - 

. . state h d j s t a t e - o w n e d  public land.,. . .  . . A .  . :. -,. . 

State-bd kecies: cf. Wildlife species that  are listed 
as threatened or  endangered within the State of 
Colorado by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

stepdown xiana&ment plan: a plan for dealing wi th 
specific refuge management subjects, strategies, and 
schedules, e.g., hunting, vegetation and f ire (FWS 
Manual 602 F W  1.4). 

target population: the preferred number o f  animals 
(deer or elk) that  live on  the Refuge, as determined 
by Service and CDOW staff based on  fluctuating 
habitat conditions. 

threatened fspecies: a Federally listed, protected 
species that is likely t o  become an endangered species 
in all or a significant portion of i ts range. 

urban runoff: water f rom rain, melted snow, o r  
landscape irrigation flowing from ci ty streets and 
domestic or commercial properties that may carry 
pollutants into a sewer system o r  water body. 

vision statement: a concise statement of what the unit 
could achieve in the next 10 to  15 years. 

visitor center: a permanently staffed building offering 
exhibits and interpretive information to the visiting 
public. Some visitor centers are co-located with refuge 
offices, others include additional facilities such as 
classrooms o r  wildlife viewing areas. 

visitor contact station: compared to a visitor center, a 
contact station is a smaller facility that may not be 
permanently staffed. 

. . .  . .  
. 

viewing blind a structure that  provides shelter 
and a suitable vantage for wildlife observation 
and photography. 

warm-season gram: native prair ie grass that grows 
the most during summer, when cool-season grasses are 
dormant. 

t a d  COnXMXtiOnS: trailheads along the refuge boundary 
that  provide a link to outlying t ra i l  systems. 

watchable wildlife: wildlife that  are visible and 
enjoyed by Refuge visitors. A watchable wildlife 
program is one that helps maintain viable populations 
of all native fish and wildlife species by building an 
active, we1 I-informed constituency for conservation. 
.Watchable.wildlife programs: are tools for  meeting'. 
wi ldl i fe conservation goai.4 while,a<the samk . , . .. .. . hme , . '  

fulfil l ing public demand f o r  W'iidiifeLdependent ' . , 

recreational activities, (other than. sport.,hunting,.sport 

water bar: a constructed trai l  structuce..that diverts, 
water off  of the t ra i l  surface. May consist of a earthen 
berm, rock, wood, o r  other materials. 

watershed: the geographic area within which water 
drains into a particular river, stream, o r  body of water; 
land and the body o f  water into which the land drains. 

. 

. .  fishing,.or trapping). . , .. . 
. , ' , ...' &i; , . . '. 

wetlands: lands transitional between terrestrial and 
aquatic systems where the water table is usually a t  o r  
near the surface or  the land is covered by shallow 
water" (Cowardin e t  a1 1979). 

wilderness: cf. "designated w i Iderness." 

wildtire: a free-burning f ire requiring a suppression 
response; all f i re other than prescribed f i re that occurs 
on wildlands (FWS Manual 621 FW 1.7). 

wildland h: every wildland f i re is either a wildfire or 
a prescribed f i re (FWS Manual 621 FW 1.3). 

wildlife management: manipulating wildlife 
populations, either directly by regulating the numbers, 
ages, and sex ratios harvested, o r  indirectly by 
providing favorable habitat conditions and alleviating 
limiting factors. 

wildlife-dependent recreation: recreational . 
experiences in which wildlife is the focus. The terms 
"wildlife-dependent recreation" and "'wildlife- 
dependent recreational use" mean a use of a refuge 
involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and 
photography, o r  environmental education and 
interpretation (National Wildlife Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997). 
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PUBLIC LAW 107-107-DEC. 28,2001 115 STAT. 1379 

defense plutonium or defense plutonium materials to the Savannah 
River Site during the period beginning on February 1, 2002, and 
ending on the date on which such plans are submitted to Congress. 

(g) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in this section may be 
construed to prohibit or limit the Secretary from shipping defense 
plutonium or defense plutonium materials to sites other than the 
Savannah River Site during the period referred to in subsection 
(f) or any other period. 

(h) ANNUAL REPORT ON FUNDING FOR FISSILE MATERIALS DIS- 
POSITION ACTMT1ES.-The Secretary shall include with the budget 
justification materials submitted to Congress in support of the 
Department of Energy budget for each fiscal year (as submitted 
with the budget of the President under section 1105(a) of title 
31, United States Code) a report setting forth the extent to which 
amounts requested for the Department for such fiscal year for 
fissile materials disposition activities will enable the Department 
to meet commitments for the disposition of surplus defense pluto- 
nium and defense plutonium materials located at the Savannah 
River Site, and for any other fissile materials disposition activities, 
in such fiscal year. 
SEC. 3156. MODIFICATION OF DATE OF REPORT OF PANEL TO ASSESS 

THE RELIABILITY, SAFETY, AND SECURITY OF THE 
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR STOCKPILE. 

Section 3159(d) of the Strom Thurmond National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public Law 105-261; 42 
U.S.C. 2121 note) is amended by striking “of each year, beginning 
with 1999,” and inserting “of 1999 and 2000, and not later than 
February 1, 2002,”. 

Subtitle F-Rocky Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife 
Refuge Act of 
2001 

SEC. 3171. SHORT TITLE. 

Refuge Act of 2001”. 
SEC. 3172. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

This subtitle may be cited as the “Rocky Flats National Wildlife 

(a) FINDINGS.-congress finds the following: 
(1) The Federal Government, through the Atomic Energy 

Commission, acquired the Rocky Flats site in 1951 and began 
operations there in 1952. The site remains a Department of 
Energy facility. Since 1992, the mission of the Rocky Flats 
site has changed from the production of nuclear weapons compo- 
nents to cleanup and closure in a manner that  is safe, environ- 
mentally and socially responsible, physically secure, and cost- 
effective. 

(2) The majority of the Rocky Flats site has  generally 
remained undisturbed since its acquisition by the Federal 
Government. 

(3) The State of Colorado is experiencing increasing growth 
and development, especially in the metropolitan Denver Front 
Range area in the vicinity of the Rocky Flats site. That growth 
and development reduces the amount of open space and thereby 
diminishes for many metropolitan Denver communities the 
vistas of the striking Front Range mountain backdrop. 

16 USC 668dd 
note. 
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(4) Some areas of the Rocky Flats site contain contamina- 
tion and will require further response action. The national 
interest requires that  the ongoing cleanup and closure of the 
entire site be completed safely, effectively, and without unneces- 
sary delay and that  the site thereafter be retained by the 
United States and managed so as to preserve the value of 
the site for open space and wildlife habitat. 

(5) The Rocky Flats site provides habitat for many wildlife 
species, including a number of threatened and endangered spe- 
cies, and is marked by the presence of rare xeric tallgrass 
prairie plant communities. Establishing the site a s  a unit of 
the National Wildlife Refuge System will promote the preserva- 
tion and enhancement of those resources for present and future 
generations. 
(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this subtitle are- 

(1) to provide for the establishment of the Rocky Flats 
site as a national wildlife refuge following cleanup and closure 
of the site; 

(2) to create a process for public input on the management 
of the refuge referred to in paragraph (1) before transfer of 
administrative jurisdiction to the Secretary of the Interior; 
and 

(3) t o  ensure that  the Rocky Flats site is thoroughly and 
completely cleaned up. 

SEC. 3173. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) CERCLA.-The term “CERCLA” means the Comprehen- 

sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabdity Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.). 

(2) CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.-The term “cleanup and clo- 
sure” means the response actions for covered substances carried 
out at Rocky Flats, a s  required by any of the following: 

(A) The RFCA. 
(B) CERCLA. 
(C) RCRA. 
(D) The Colorado Hazardous Waste Act, 25-15-101 

to 25-15-327, Colorado Revised Statutes. 
(3) COVERED SUBSTANCE.-The term “covered substance” 

(A) Any hazardous substance, as such term is defined 
in paragraph (14) of section 101 of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 
9601). 

(B) Any pollutant or contaminant, a s  such term is 
defined in paragraph (33) of such section 101. 

(C) Any petroleum, including crude oil or any fraction 
thereof which is not otherwise specifically listed or des- 
ignated as a hazardous substance under subparagraphs 
(A) through (F) of paragraph (14) of such section 101. 
(4) RCRA.-The term “RCRA” means the Solid Waste Dis- 

posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), popularly known as the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 

(5) REFUGE.-The term “refuge” means the Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge established under section 3 177. 

(6) RESPONSE ACTION.-The term “response action” means 
any of the following: 

means any of the following: 
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(A) A response, as such term is defined in paragraph 
(25) of section 101 of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601). 

(B) A corrective action under RCRA or under the Colo- 
rado Hazardous Waste Act, 25-15-101 to 25-15-327, Colo- 
rado Revised Statutes. 

(C) Any requirement for institutional controls imposed 
by any of the laws referred to in subparagraph (A) or 
(B). 
(7) RFCA.-The term “RFCA means the Rocky Flats 

Cleanup Agreement, an  intergovernmental agreement, dated 
July 19, 1996, among- 

(A) the Department of Energy; 
(B) the Environmental Protection Agency; and 
(C) the Department of Public Health and Environment 

of the State of Colorado. 
(8) ROCKY FLATS.- 

(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in subparagraph , I  

(B), the term “Rocky Flats” means the Rocky Flats Environ- 
mental Technology Site, Colorado, a defense nuclear 
facility, as  depicted on the map titled “Rocky Flats Environ- 
mental Technology Site”, dated October 22, 2001, and avail- 
able for inspection in the appropriate offices of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

(B) ExcLusroNs.-The term “Rocky Flats” does not 
include- 

(i) the land and facilities of the Department of 
Energy‘s National Renewable Energy -Laboratory, 
including the acres retained by the Secretary under 
section 3174(f); and 

(ii) any land and facilities not within the bound- 
aries depicted on the map referred to in subparagraph 
(A). 

(9) SECRETARY.-The term “Secretary” means the Secretary 
of Energy. 

SEC. 3174. FUTURE OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT. 
(a) FEDERAL OWNERSHIP.-Except as  expressly provided in this 

subtitle, all right, title, and interest of the United States, held 
on or acquired after the date of the enactment of this Act, to 
land or interest therein, including minerals, within the boundaries 
of Rocky Flats shall be retained by the United States. 

(b) LINDSAY RmCH.-The structures that  comprise the former 
Lindsay Ranch homestead site in the Rock Creek Reserve area 
of the buffer zone, as depicted on the map referred to in section 
3173(8)(A), shall be permanently preserved and maintained in 
accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
470 et  seq.). 

(c) PROHIBITION ON ibNEXATION.-Neither the Secretary nor 
the Secretary of the Interior shall allow the annexation of land 
within the refuge by any unit of local government. 

(d) PROHIBITION ON THROUGH RODS.-Except a s  provided in 
subsection (e), no public road shall be constructed through Rocky 
Flats. 

(e) TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY.- 
(1) I N  GENERAL.- 
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(A) AVAILABILITY OF LAND.-on submission of an  
application meeting each of the conditions specified in para- 
graph (2), the  Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary 
of the Interior, shall make available land along the eastern 
boundary of Rocky Flats for the sole purpose of transpor- 
tation improvements along Indiana Street. 

(B) BOUNDARIES.-Land made available under this 
paragraph may not extend more than 300 feet from the 
west edge of the Indiana Street right-of-way, as that  right- 
of-way exists as of the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(C) EASEMENT OR SALE.-Land may be made available 
under this paragraph by easement or sale to one or more 
appropriate entities. . .  

(D) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE mw.-Any action 
' under this .paragraph shall be taken in compliance with 

applicable law. , .  . . 

, . (1) meets the conditions specified in this paragraph if the 
. application- ' .,(. . 
, . .  . : (A) is submitted by any county, city, or other political 

(B) includes documentation demonstrating that  the 
transportation improvements for which the land is to be 
made available- 

(i) are  carried out so as to minimize adverse effects 
on the management of Rocky Flats a s  a wildlife refuge; 
and 

(ii) are included in the regional transportation plan 
of the metropolitan planning organization designated 
for the Denver metropolitan area under section 5303 
of title 49, United States Code. 

(f) WIND TECHNOLOGY EXPANSION AREA.-The Secretary shall 
retain, for the use of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 
the approximately 25 acres identified on the map referred to in 
section 3173( 8)(A) as  the "Wind Technology Expansion Area". 

. .  
. .  . I "  c 
_ I  ' .I , 

- I . .  
. ,  

' .  
I .  , '  

> .  . .  . 1 .  

: .:. :'. ' . ,  

' .  (2) CONDITIONS.-An application referred to in paragraph . .  
I I . '  

. , I  . . .  . . > .  . .  . . . 

9 : 
. . .. . 

, . '  I .  , 

, ,. / I . .  .; . .  
' .  . . : ~ subdivision of the State of Colorado; and . .  

SEC. 3175. TRANSFER OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES AND JUR- 
ISDICTION OVER ROCKY FLATS. 

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.- 
(1) IN GENERAL.-subject to the other provisions of this 

section, the Secretary shall transfer administrative jurisdiction 
over the property that is to comprise the refuge to the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

(2) DATE OF TRANSFER.-The transfer shall be carried out 
not earlier than the completion certification date, and not later 
than 30 business days after that  date. 

paragraph (2), the completion certification date is the date 
on which the Administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency certifies to the Secretary and to the Secretary of the 
Interior that  cleanup and closure a t  Rocky Flats has  been 
completed, except for the operation and maintenance associated 
with response actions, and that  all response actions are oper- 
ating properly and successfully. 

(1) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.-The transfer required by sub- 
section (a) shall be carried out pursuant to a memorandum 

(3) COMPLETION CERTIFICATION DATE.-For purposes Of 

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.- 

I 



PUBLIC LAW 107-107-DEC. 28,2001 115 STAT. 1383 

of understanding between the Secretary and the Secretary of 
the Interior. The memorandum of understanding shall- 

(A) provide for the division of responsibilities between 
the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior necessary 
to carry out such transfer; 

(B) address the impacts that  any property rights 
referred to in section 3179(a) may have on the management 
of the refuge, and provide strategies for resolving or miti- 
gating these impacts; 

(C) identify the land the administrative jurisdiction 
of which is to be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior; 
and 

(D) specify the allocation of the Federal costs incurred 
a t  the refuge after the date of such transfer for any site 
investigations, response actions, and related activities for 
covered substances. 

6 (2) PUBLICATION OF DRAFT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary and the 
Secretary of the Interior shall publish in the Federal Register 
a draft of the memorandum of understanding. 

(A) Not later than 18 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary and Secretary of the 
Interior shall finalize and implement the memorandum 
of understanding. 

(B) In finalizing the memorandum of understanding, 
the Secretary and Secretary of the Interior shall specifically 
identify the land the administrative jurisdiction of which 
is to be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior and 
provide for a determination of the exact acreage and legal 
description of such land by a survey mutually satisfactory 
to the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior. 

(c) TRANSFER OF IMPROVEMENTS.-The transfer required by 
subsection (a) may include such buildings or other improvements 
as  the Secretary of the Interior has  requested in  writing for pur- 
poses of managing the refuge. 

(d) PROPERTY RETAINED FOR RESPONSE ACTIONS.- 
(1) IN GENERAL.-The transfer required by subsection (a) 

shall not include, and the Secretary shall retain jurisdiction, 
authority, and control over, the following real property and 
facilities at Rocky Flats: 

(A) Any engineered structure, including caps, barrier 
walls, and monitoring or treatment wells, to be used in 
carrying out a response action for covered substances. 

(B) Any real property or facility to be used for any 
other purpose relating to a response action or any other 
action that  is required to be carried out by the Secretary 
at Rocky Flats. 
(2) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall consult with the 

Secretary of the Interior, the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, and the Governor of the State of 
Colorado on the identification of all real property and facilities 
to be retained under this subsection. 
(e) COST.-The transfer required by subsection (a) shall be 

completed without cost to the Secretary of the Interior. 
(0 No REDUCTION IN FUNDS.-The transfer required by sub- 

section (a), and the memorandum of understanding required by 

4 

. 

(3) FINALIZATION AND 1MPLEMENTATION.- 
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subsection (b), shall not result in any reduction in funds available 
to the Secretary for cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats. 

SEC. 3176. ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY; CONTINU- 
ATION OF CLEANUP AND CLOSURE. 

(a) ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY.- 
(1) I N  GENERAL.-In administering the property retained 

under section 3175(d), the Secretary shall consult with the 
Secretary of the Interior to minimize any conflict between- 

(A) the administration by the Secretary of such prop- 
erty for a purpose relating to a response action; and 

(B) the administration by the Secretary of the Interior 
of land the administrative jurisdiction of which is trans- 
ferred under section 3175(a). 
(2) PRIORITY IN CASE OF CONFLICT.-In the case of any 

such conflict, the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior 

to a response action, as described in paragraph (l)(A), shall 

(3) AccEss.-The Secretary of the Interior shall provide 
to the Secretary such access and cooperation with respect to 
the refuge as the Secretary requires to carry out operation 
and maintenance, future response actions, natural resources 
restoration, or any other obligations. 
(b) ONGOING CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.- 

(1) I N  GENERAL.-The Secretary shall carry out to comple- 
tion cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats. 

(2) CLEANUP LEVELS.-The Secretary shall carry out such 
cleanup and closure to the levels established for soil, water, 
and other media, following a thorough review by the parties 
to the RFCA and the public (including the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service and other interested government agencies) 
of the appropriateness of the interim levels in the RFCA. 

Nothing in this subtitle, and no action taken under this subtitle, 
restricts the Secretary from using at Rocky Flats any new 
technology that  may become available for remediation of 
contamination. 
(c) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT.-The Secretary of the Interior 

shall have the opportunity to comment with respect to any proposed 
response action as to the impacts, if any, of such proposed response 
action on the refuge. 

I shall ensure ’ that the administration for a purpose relating 

- take priority. 

(3) NO RESTRICTION ON USE OF NEW TECHNOLOG1ES.- 

(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.- 
(1) NO RELIEF FROM OBLIGATIONS UNDER OTHER LAW.- 

Nothing in  this subtitle, and no action taken under this 
subtitle- 

(A) relieves the Secretary, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Secretary of the 
Interior, or any other person from any obligation or other 
liability with respect to Rocky Flats under the RFCA or 
any Federal or State law; 

(B) impairs or alters any provision of the RFCA; or 
(C) alters any authority of the Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency under section 120(e) of 
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9620(e)), or any authority of the State 
of Colorado. 

. . .  
. . ” * .  ...,. , 

. . .. 
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(2) CLEANUP LEmLS.-Nothing in this subtitle shall reduce 
the level of cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats required under 
the RFCA or any Federal or State law. 

(3). PAYMENT OF RESPONSE ACTION cosTs.-Notfiing in  this 
subtitle affects the obligation of a Federal department or agency 
that had or has  operations at Rocky Flats resulting in the 
release or threatened release of a covered substance to pay 
the costs of response actions carried out to abate the release 
of, o r  clean up, the covered substance. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-on completion of the transfer required by 
section 3175(a), and subject to section 3176(a), the Secretary of 
the Interior shall commence administration of the real property 
comprising the refuge in accordance w$h this subtitle. 

the transfer ,required by section, 3175(a), the Secretary of the 

(c) COMPOSITION.-The refuge shall be comprised of the prop- 

required by section 3175(a). 
(d) NOTICE.-The Secretary of the Interior shall publish in 

the Federal Register a notice of the establishment of the refuge. 
(e) ADMINISTRATION AND PURPOSES.- 

(1) I N  GENERAL.-The Secretary of the Interior shall man- 
age the refuge in accordance with applicable law, including 
this subtitle, the National Wildlife Refuge System Administra- 
tion Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd e t  seq.), and the purposes 
specified in that  Act. 

(2) REFUGE PURPOSES.-The refuge. shall be managed for 
the purposes of- 

(A) restoring and preserving native ecosystems; 
(B) providing habitat for, and population management 

of, native plants and migratory and resident wildlife; 
(C) conserving threatened and endangered species 

(including species that  are  candidates for listing under 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et  
seq.)); and 

(D) providing opportunities for compatible scientific 
research. 
(3) hhNAGEMENT.-h managing the refuge, the Secretary 

(A) ensure that  wildlife-dependent recreation and 
environmental education and interpretation are the priority 
public uses of the refuge; and 

(B) comply with all response actions. 

SEC. 3177. ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE. 

.. . (b) ESTABLISHMENT ,OF REFUGE.-Not %later, than 30, days after 

Interior shall establish at Rocky, Flats a national wildlife refuge 

erty the administrative jurisdiction of ' which was transferred as 

. .  

. ,  
. . .  to be known as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. , . .  . 

. -  
. .  

of the Interior shall- 

SEC. 3178. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS. 

(a) I N  GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days after the date of Deadline. 
the enactment of this Act, in developing a comprehensive conserva- 
tion plan for the refuge in accordance with section 4(e) of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 
U.S.C. 668dd(e)), the Secretary of the Interior shall establish a 
comprehensive planning process that  involves the public and local 
communities. The Secretary of the Interior shall establish such 
process in consultation with the Secretary, the members of the 
Coalition, the Governor of the State of Colorado, and the Federal 
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and State of Colorado officials who have been designated as trustees 
for Rocky Flats under section 107(f)(2) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 
9607(f)(2)). 

(b) OTHER PARTICIPANTS.-In addition to the entities specified 
in subsection (a), the comprehensive planning process required by 
subsection (a) shall include the opportunity for direct involvement 
of entities that  are not members of the Coalition a s  of the date 
of the enactment of this Act, including the Rocky Flats Citizens’ 
Advisory Board and the cities of Thornton, Northglenn, Golden, 
Louisville, and Lafayette, Colorado. 

(c) DISSOLUTION OF COALITION.-If the Coalition dissolves, or 
if any Coalition member elects to leave the Coalition during the 
comprehensive planning process required by subsection (a)- 

(1) such comprehensive planning process shall continue; 
and 

(2) an  opportunity shall be provided to each entity that  
is a member of the Coalition as of September 1, 2000, for 
direct involvement in such comprehensive planning process. 
(d) CONTENTS.-In addition to the requirements of section 4(e) 

of the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 
(16 U.S.C. 668dd(e)), the comprehensive conservation plan referred 
to in subsection (a) shall address and make recommendations on 
the following: 

(1) The identification of any land referred to in subsection 
(e) of section 3174 that could be made available under that  
subsection. 

(2) The characteristics and configuration of any perimeter 
fencing that may be appropriate or compatible for cleanup 
and closure purposes, refuge purposes, o r  other purposes. 

(3) The feasibility of locating, and the potential location 
for, a visitor and education center a t  the refuge. 

(4) Any other issues relating to Rocky Flats. 
(e) COALITION DEFINED.-In this section, the term “Coalition” 

means the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments established 
by the Intergovernmental Agreement, dated February 16, 1999, 
among- 

’ 

(1) the city of Arvada, Colorado; 
(2) the city of Boulder, Colorado; 
(3) the city of Broomfield, Colorado; 
(4) the city of Westminster, Colorado; 
(5) the town of Superior, Colorado; 
(6) Boulder County, Colorado; and 
(7) Jefferson County, Colorado. 

Deadline (0 REPORT.-Not later than three years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall submit 
to Congress- 

(1) the comprehensive conservation plan referred to in sub- 

(2) a report that  contains- 
(A) a n  outline of the involvement of the public and 

local communities in the comprehensive planning process, 
as required by subsection (a); 

(B) to the extent that  any input or recommendation 
from the comprehensive planning process is not accepted, 
a clear statement of the reasons why such input or rec- 
ommendation is not accepted; and 

section (a); and 
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(C) a discussion of the impacts of any property rights 
referred to in section 3179(a) on management of the refuge, 
and an  identification of strategies for resolving and miti- 
gating these impacts. 

SEC. 3179. PROPERTY RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in  subsections (c) and 
(d), nothing in this subtitle limits any valid, existing property 
.right at Rocky Flats that  is owned by any person or entity, 
including, but not limited to- 

(1) any mineral right; 
(2) any water right or related easement; and 
( 3 )  any facility or right-of-way for a utility. 

(b) ACCESS.-Except as provided in subsection (c), nothing in 
. .  this subtitle affects any right of an  owner of a property right 

. .  referred to ,in: subsection (a) to access the owner's property. 
.. (c) REASONABLE CONDITIONS.- . 

.. . ' , . '(1) I N  GENERAL.-The Secretar$ or the Secretary of the 
Interior may impose such.reasonable conditions o,n access to 

._ ) .  property rights referred to in subsection (a) as are  appropriate 

ment of the refuge. 
(2) NO EFFECT ON OTHER LAw.-Nothing in this subtitle 

affects any Federal, State, or local law (including any regula- 
tion) relating to the use, development, and management of 
property rights referred to in subsection (a). 

(3) NO EFFECT ON ACCESS RIGHTS.-Nothing in this sub- 
section precludes the exercise of any access right, in existence 
on the date of the enactment of this Act, that  is necessary 
to perfect or maintain a water right in existence on that  date. 
(d) UTILITY EXTENSION.- 

(1) I N  GENERAL.-The Secretary or the Secretary of the 
Interior may allow not more than one extension from an  
existing utility right-of-way on Rocky Flats, if necessary. 

(2) CONDITIONS.-~  extension under paragraph (1) shall 
be subject to the conditions specified in subsection (c). 
(e) EASEMENT SURVEYS.-Subject to subsection (c), until the 

date that  is 180 days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, an  entity that  possesses a decreed water right or prescriptive 
easement relating to land at Rocky Flats may carry out such surveys 
a t  Rocky Flats as the entity determines are necessary to perfect 
the right or easement. 
SEC. 3180. LIABILITIES AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Nothing in this subtitle shall relieve, and 
no action may be taken under this subtitle to relieve, the Secretary, 
the Secretary of the Interior, or any other person from any liability 
or other obligation at Rocky Flats under CERCLA, RCRA, or any 
other Federal or State law. 

Nothing in this subtitle is intended to prevent the United States 
from bringing a cost recovery, contribution, or other action that  
would otherwise be available under Federal or State law. 
SEC. 3181. ROCKY FLATS MUSEUM. 

(a) MUSEUM.-TO commemorate the contribution that  Rocky 
Flats and its worker force provided to winning the Cold War and 

, .  
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for the cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats and for the manage- ' ' 

. .  

. ' 

(b) COST RECOVERY, CONTRIBUTION, AND OTHER ACTION.- 
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the impact that  such contribution has  had on the nearby commu- 
nities and the State of Colorado, the Secretary may establish a 
Rocky Flats Museum. 

(b) LOCATION.-The Rocky Flats Museum shall be located in 
the city of Arvada, Colorado, unless, after consultation under sub- 
section (c), the Secretary determines otherwise. 

(c) CONSULTATION.-The Secretary shall consult with the city 
of Arvada, other local communities, and the Colorado State Histor- 
ical Society on- 

(1) the development of the museum; 
(2) the siting of the museum; and 
(3) any other issues relating to the development and 

enactment of this,Act, the Secretary, in coordination with the city 

with the construction of the museum and any other issues relating 

construction of the museum. . .  
' (d) REPORT.-Not later than three years after the date of the , ' . .  

j : .  . : 
, . -  . .  I5 . ,, , ' 

I .  

of Arvada, shall submit to Congress a report on the costs associated 

to the development and construction of the museum. 

' . 
. .  . . .  . , I  I .  ... 

. .  . .  

SEC. 3182. ANNUAL REPORT ON FUNDING. . 

For each of fiscal years 2003 through 2007, at the time of 
submission of the budget of the President under section 1105(a) 
of title 31, United States' Code, for such fiscal year, the Secretary 
and the Secretary of the Interior shall jointly submit to Congress 
a report on the costs of implementation of this subtitle. The report 
shall include- 

(1) the costs incurred by each Secretary in implementing 
this subtitle during the preceding fiscal year; and 

(2) the funds required by each Secretary to implement 
this subtitle during the current and subsequent fiscal years. 

TITLE -1-DEFENSE NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

Sec. 3201. Authorization. 

SEC. 3201. AUTHORIZATION. 
There are  authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2002, 

$18,500,000 for the operation of the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board under chapter 21 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
(42 U.S.C. 2286 e t  seq.). 

TITLE -11-NATIONAL DEFENSE 
STOCKPILE 

Sec. 3301. Definitions. 
Sec. 3302. Authorized uses of stockpile funds. 
Sec. 3303. Authority to dispose of certain materials in National Defense Stockpile. 
Sec. 3304. Revision of limitations on required disposals of certain materials in Na- 

Sec. 3305. Acceleration of required disposal of cobalt in National Defense Stockpile. 
Sec. 3306. Restriction on disposal of manganese ferro. 

tional Defense Stockpile. 

50 USC 98d note. SEC. 3301. DEFINITIONS. 
In this title: 





C o M PATI B I LITY D ETERM I N ATI o N 

Use: Hunting 

Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Jefferson and .Boulder Counties, Colorado 

Establishing 
Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107) 

Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems. 

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and 
migratory and resident wildlife. P I  

3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are 
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (1 6 U.S.C. 
153 1 et seq.)). 

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research. 

NWRS Mission: “...to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats, 
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C. 
668dd(a)(2)). 

Description of Use: The Refuge will administer a limited big game (mule deer and elk) hunting program 
for youth and disabled hunters. The program may be expanded after year 2 to include able-bodied hunters, 
if needed to control ungulate populations in order to meet wildlife management goals. 

A maximum of 10 hunter/participants would be allowed per hunt. There will be two hunts per year (one 
for youth and one for disabled hunters). Each hunt will last for 1 weekend, including a Saturday and 
Sunday. Hunts will be scheduled during the period October 15 - January 15 annually. 

Weapons will be limited to: shotguns (20 gauge or larger), firing single projectiles; and archery (bow and 
arrow). No centerfire rifles or muzzleloading rifles will be allowed. Disabled hunters may be authorized to 
use centerfire handguns or cross-bow archery tackle, determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on the 
nature of the hunter’s disability. 

All weapons will meet requirements of the Colorado Division of Wildlife, (CDOW) for the species hunted. 

The Rocky Flats NWR program will be highly managed. PermitsAicenses will be issued by drawing 
cooperatively administered by the Refuge and CDOW. All hunters will be required to check-in prior to 
hunting and attend a safety/orientation briefing, and check-out at the end of each hunt day. 

Youth hunters will be required to hunt with a mentor and disabled hunters will be required to have a 
volunteer to assist them. There will be a minimum ratio of 1 Refuge or CDOW staff present on-site for 
every 3 hunter participants. 

Each hunter will be assigned to a unique hunting zone within the Refuge for hidher exclusive use and is 
restricted to hunting in that zone. 



Hunters will be required to present all harvested game for inspection and collection of biological data, 
including sampling for Chronic Wasting Disease. 

Other authorized public uses of the RefUge will be suspended and the Refuge will be closed for any non- 
hunting public use activities on hunt weekends. 

Hunt dates, bag limits, hunter quotas, and any adjustments to Refuge Hunt Zones will be determined on an 
annual basis, in consultation with CDOW. 

Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that annual planning and execution of the proposed hunting 
program will require approximately 20 staff-days of work, spread among the Refuge Manager, Biological, 
Visitor Services and Law Enforcement staff and cost approximately $5,000 to operate. Refuge O&M 
resources are expected to be augmented by the services and volunteers and partnership with CDOW and 
conservation organizations. 

, . . .  This is a “pre-acqujsition” compatibility determination, prepared to accompany the Comprehensive 

facility development will be required to operate the proposed hunting program and funds are anticipated to 
be available for the operation-of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in ’. I 

, .  
, , .  . ’. . . ’ .  .,: 

... , i 

. ! ’  

Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. No 
. .  . .  

, . ... the CCP. 

Anticipated Impacts: This limited big game hunting program is anticipated to have minimal potential .’ 

impacts on Refuge wildlife, but potentially significant beneficial impacts on the unique flora of the Refuge. 
The proposed use is a Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Use and a Priority Public Use of the NWRS. 

The Rocky Flats site has supported a mule deer herd numbering approximately 160 animals (on 6,240 
acres) since at least the late 1990s (Kaiser Hill 2001). Small, but increasing numbers of white-tailed deer 
also occur on the site. Prior to 2002, elk were known to visit Rocky Flats, but were not considered to be a 
resident species by DOE (DOE 1997). During the winter of 2002 - 2003, significant numbers of elk were 
observed regularly on the east side of Highway 93 adjacent to Rocky Flats and at least 9 cow elk are known 
to have calved on the site in the summer of 2003. 

The future Refuge is bordered by public conservation lands to the north and west. Fencing is typical stock 
fencing that does not impede movement of ungulates. Although there is potential for future commercial 
development on the west side of the site, it is anticipated that deer, elk and other large mammals will 
continue to be able to move freely between the Refuge and adjacent public lands, and into the Roosevelt 
National Forest to the west. 

The Refuge is located in CDOW’s Game Management Unit (GMU) No. 38, and adjacent to GMU 29. 
Those two GMUs make up CDOW’s Data Analysis Unit (DAU) D-27 which covers to the Boulder Deer 
Herd. CDOW has published the Boulder Deer Herd Management Plan (CDOW 2002). DAU D-27 lies at 
the edge of the endemic area for Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) in northeast Colorado. The plan focuses 
on keeping the prevalence of CWD in the Boulder Deer Herd at no more than 1% infection rate and the 
Boulder Deer Herd. 

In December 2002, 26 deer were collected at Rocky Flats, by CDOW as part of the state’s CWD 
surveillance program. All animals harvested were negative for CWD. 

Under the Region 6 CWD Policy, it will be necessary to continue surveillance of the Refuge herds for 
occurrence and prevalence of CWD. Hunter-harvested deer and elk will provide data for this surveillance 
requirement and reduce or eliminate the need for Refuge staff to take deer for CWD surveillance purposes. 

Colorado has the largest elk population of any state or province in North America. The current Colorado 
elk herd is far above CDOW’s objective level, and CDOW has taken aggressive action in recent years to 
reduce the herd through sport hunting. Increasingly, elk are becoming established in suburban and 
agricultural areas along the Front Range. Elk in the cities of Evergreen and Estes Park, and a newly 
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established population near Loveland, Colorado are creating numerous depredation issues. In Rocky 
Mountain National Park, the unhunted elk herd is destroying important riparian habitat. 

It will be important to prevent or control the establishment of a resident elk herd on the Refuge. Year- 
round grazing and browsing by elk has the potential to significantly degrade rare plant communities and 
destroy or reduce the quality of Preble’s meadow jumping mouse on the Refuge. 

Hunting will have a positive impact on habitats by controlling ungulate grazing and browsing pressure on 
the Refuge. Direct impacts of the hunting program will be insignificant because of the timing (during 
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse hibernation and outside the bird nesting season) and small number of 
participants walking through upland and riparian areas. The program will require no facility development 
or conversion of habitat areas to administrative use. 

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and 
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats 
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04. . . . .  

, . .  . .  
’ At four’public hearings, and throughout the comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for Rocky Flats NWR, . ’ .. . 

significant public input was, received regarding the provisions in the Proposed ,Action to provide a hunting 
program at Rocky Flats NWR. None of the comments received were specifically addressed to the Draft. ’ .  3 

Compatibility Determination that was published with the Draft CCP/EIS. However, several individuals and 
organizations expressed the opinion that hunting, in general, is not a compatible use of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System. All public testimony presented at the hearings and written comments received 
and responses are reported in Appendix H, Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), of the Final EIS for the Rocky Flats NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan:’ 

Numerous public comments were received both in favor and in opposition of the proposed hunting 
program. A petition was received with 89 signatures (23 incomplete or illegible) stating “The following 
object to any recreational sport hunting at Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.” The petition did not 
address issues germane to the compatibility determination. 

, : 
. .- ’ 

Letters supporting the hunting proposal were received from: the State of Colorado, Division of Wildlife, 
Colorado Wildlife Federation, National Wildlife Federation and the Wildlife Management Institute and 
other organizations and individuals. Letters opposing hunting were received from the Rocky Mountain 
Peace and Justice Center, Prairie Preservation Alliance and other organizations and individuals. Local 
units of government had mixed responses, with some supporting hunting, and others wanting no public use 
at all. Several local governments expressed concerns about the safety of the hunting proposal, and in 
response to those concerns, the proposal was changed to delete muzzleloading rifles and restrict hunting to 
archery and shotguns/slugs only. See Appendix H, Final CCP/EIS, for full comments and responses. 

At public hearings, concerns were expressed that: the hunting program proposed was excessively 
expensive; the definition of “refuge” was a “place of safety”; ungulate populations should be controlled, if 
necessary, by agency sharpshooters; and that it would be inappropriate to protect animals all year, and then 
shoot at them two weekends per year - implying a “fair-chase” issue. 

In the professional judgment of the undersigned, none of the issues raised at the hearings warrants changing 
the proposal. Hunting is clearly an appropriate use of NWRS -by law. The costs of the program are 
mostly salaries of personnel expended over the course of a fiscal year and are not excessive compared to 
many Refuge programs. Hunting can be an effective tool for ungulate population management that 
provides a wholesome outdoor recreation experience that is absent in culling programs. Many state-wide 
and Refuge deer herds are hunted a few days per year without fair chase concerns. The Rocky Flats herd is 
not fenced, and is currently subject to some hunting pressure on adjacent private, and nearby public lands. 

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.11 A), place an 
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract 
from the NWRS Mission or thc Purposcs of Rocky Flats NWR. 



- Use is Not Compatible 

X Use is Compatible with the Foilowing Stipulations 

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: The use (hunting) will not begin until a step-down 
hunting plan, ensuring biological integrity, and safety of the program, has been approved under provisions 
of 8RM5, and the Refuge has been formally opened to hunting through publication of a rule in the Federal 
Register and inclusion of Rocky Flats among refuges open to big game hunting in 50 CFR 32.7. 

Justification: Hunting is a form of wildlife-dependent recreation and is a priority use of the NWRS. 
Hunting will help control ungulate populations and distribution on the Refuge, with a net benefit to the 
conservation of rare botanical communities and conservation of habitat for the threatened Preble's meadow 
jumping mouse. Hunting will provide scientific data for surveillance of Refuge deer and elk populations 
for Chronic Wasting Disease. 

. 

. Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is . .  
I " . .  . 
, . .  , 2019. . .  , . . .  . .  ... , . .  

I subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in 

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision. 

ApprovalKoncurrence: 
PreparedApproved: 

Refuge Manager: 
Signature Date 

Date 
fl 

Signature 

Concurrence: 

References: 
Colorado Division of Wildlife. 2002. Boulder Deer Herd Management Plan. Denver, CO. 

Department of Energy. 1997. Rocky Flats Cumulative Impacts Document. Rocky Flats Field Office, 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. Golden, CO. 



Use: 

Refuge Name: 

Establishing 
Authority: 

Refuge Purposes: 

COMPATIBILITY D ETERM I N ATI o N 

Interpretation and Environmental Education 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107) 

1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems. 

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and 
migratory and resident wildlife. 

3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are 
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.)). 

. 

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research. 

NWRS Mission: “ ... to administera.nationa1 network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats, 
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C. 
66 8dd( a)( 2)). 

Description of Use: 
Interpretation: This is a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System per the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. It is proposed to continue delivery of Interpretation 
programs to accomplish the goals and objectives of the Refuge as established in the CCP. 

Interpretation programs and facilities are proposed along designated trails and at the Visitor Contact Station 
on the west side of the Refuge. Facilities and programs would be mostly passive, consisting of interpretive 
panels on kiosks at trailhead access points and overlooks along trails. Signage would interpret the native 
prairie ecosystem, rare plant communities, wetlands, endangered species, invasive weeds, and the social 
significance and cultural resources of Rocky Flats NWR. 

Guided tours, led by Service personnel or volunteers, provide a similar but more detailed experience than 
the self-guided Refuge visit. Tours and nature programs will be developed for delivery to the public on a 
scheduled basis, and by reservation for groups with special interests and needs. Tours will generally be 
conducted on the established trail system, but when guided by staff, may access all upland portions of the 
Refuge, depending on visitor interests, and the subject matter of the interpretive program. 

A variety of interpretive programs may also be delivered off-site. 

Environmental Education: Environmental education at Rocky Flats NWR will emphasize teacher-led 
programs and be targeted to high school and college level students. No formal outdoor classroom facilities 
are planned, but the Refuge will provide sites for student field trips on an “as-arranged” basis. Temporary 
and impromptu outdoor classrooms will not be established or used in wetland, riparian and other sensitive 
communities during the growing season, and will be scheduled seasonally to avoid impacts to threatened 
and endangered species. Rocky Flats NWR will become a venue for implementation of environmental 
education curricula developed at Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR 



Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that initial development of interpretive facilities designated in 
the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR will cost approximately $76,000. It is also 
anticipated that appropriated NWRS Operations and Maintenance funds for development of interpretive 
facilities will be leveraged through partnership arrangements with non-profit organizations and with local 
units of government and state agencies. Once developed, the annual maintenance costs for interpretive 
facilities is anticipated to be approximately $5,000 per year. 

No development of specialized facilities is anticipated to facilitate teacher-led environmental education 
programs at Rocky Flats NWR. It is estimated that development of special curricula and lesson plans for 
Rocky Flats will require approximately 0.5 FTE of labor and $30,000 over the course of the first five years 
following Refuge establishment. The required level of staffing and funding to produce those materials is 
within the current operating budget and staffing pattern of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex. 

This is a “pre-acquisition” compatibility determination, prepared to accompany the Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. Funds are anticipated to be available for the 
operation of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in the CCP. 

Anticipated Impacts: Development and implementation of interpretive and education programs at Rocky 
Flats NWR will have minimal and biologically insignificant impacts on Refuge resources. Less than 0.25 

(not including parking facilities). . . , .  , . .  

4 . I  

. I  . . (  . , .  

. .  
’ .  :. , . ’  , 

. .  
acres of habitat will need to be disturbed or converted for development of all planned interpretive facilities I .  . 

Human presence and movement on the Refuge for participation in Interpretive and Environmental 
Education programs will result in some wildlife disturbance. The level of disturbance will be minimal and 
will not be additive to disturbances attributed to other public uses such as wildlife observation and trail use. 

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and 
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats 
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04. 

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the 
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to public use were received both from 
those in opposition and in favor of public access for interpretation and environmental education. 

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site 
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those 
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge 
purposes or the mission of NWRS. 

Comments were received from several organizations, including the Colorado Wildlife Federation that 
supported the proposed action (Alternative B), including interpretation and environmental education. The 
Rocky Flats Citizen’s Advisory Board supported environmental education, but was not in agreement about 
whether those activities should take place on-site. The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum expressed a desire 
to partner with the Service in development of interpretive and education programs. Other groups, including 
the Prairie Preservation Alliance recommended no wildlife-dependent recreation, based on concerns of 
wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion. 

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public 
access for interpretation and environmental education, and others recommending no public use of the 
Refuge. Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more 
extensive public use programs, to the 81 5 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational 
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue, 
including responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see 
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for 
Rocky Flats NWR. 



Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised 
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance. There were also several general comments opposing public 
use on the basis that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife. 

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife. However, in 
the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe that the level of disturbance that may 
result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the achievement of the Refuge establishment 
purposes or mission of the NWRS. Wildlife interpretation and environmental education are clearly 
appropriate uses of the NWRS, and are among the priority public uses of the Refuge System, as established 
in law. The areas necessary to be disturbed for development of the proposed facilities to support 
interpretation and environmental education are very small. The conversion of those small areas to non- 
habitat uses will not materially detract from the ability of the Refuge to achieve its establishment purposes 
or its contribution to accomplishing the NWRS mission. 

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.1 IA.), place an 
. . “X” in appropriate space to..indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract 

from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR. 
. I  . 

. .  

I f  

, .  
. _  Use is Not Compatible . , . .  

. .  . .  
>; X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations 

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: 
1. Development and implementation of Interpretation and Environmental Education programs in the first 
five years following Refuge establishment will be limited to one short trail from the Visitor Contact Station 
on the west side of the Refuge to the Lindsay Ranch site, and one guided interpretive tour per month that 
will follow existing Department of Energy service roads. 

2. A self-study training program will be prepared for use by educators. Teachers will be required to 
participate in that training, or in Service-sponsored teacher workshops prior to leading teacher-lead 
environmental education programs on the Refuge. The training will include information on site history, 
safety, residual contamination, closed areas, endangered species and wetland conservation, and 
preservation of rare habitats. 

Justification: Interpretation and environmental education are forms of wildlife-dependent recreation and 
are priority public uses of the NWRS. Interpretation and Environmental Education will increase public 
awareness and appreciation of the significant wildlife and habitat values of Rocky Flats NWR, and the 
National Wildlife Refuge System. It is anticipated that such appreciation and understanding will foster 
increased public support for the Refuge System and conservation of America’s wildlife resources. 

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is 
subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in 
201 9. 

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision. 

Approval/Concurrence: 

Prepared Approved : 
Refuge Manager: 

Signature Date 

Concurrence: 
Regional Chief: 

%ignature Date 



C o M PATI B I LITY D ETER M I N ATI o N 

Use: Multi-Use (Equestrian, Bicycle and Foot access) Trails 

Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado 

Establishing 
Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107) 

Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems. 

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and 
migratory and resident wildlife. 

3 .  Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are 
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.)). 

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research. 

NWRS Mission: " ... to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats, 
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans." (1 6 U.S.C. 
668dd(a)(2)). 

Description of Use: To provide access for compatible wildlife-dependent recreational activities of wildlife 
observation, wildlife photography and interpretation, a 16-mile system of trails will be developed at Rocky 
Flats NWR. 

In order to provide connectivity with regional trail systems and complement public uses of adjacent public 
lands (municipal and county open space), some portions of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
(NWR) trail system will accommodate horseback riding and bicycles as modes of transportation for 
wildlife-dependent recreation. 

Within the total anticipated trail system of 16.5 miles, approximately 3.8 miles of trail will be open to foot 
traffic only, and portions of those foot trails will be closed seasonally to reduce disturbance of 
wetlandriparian habitats during the months of May through September when the threatened Preble's 
meadow jumping mouse is active above ground. 

In the northern portion of the Refuge, a multi-use trail approximately 4 miles long will follow the top of the 
mesa on the southern boundary of the Rock Creek drainage. This trail will connect a parking lot on State 
Highway 128, with open space parks managed by the City of Boulder, Boulder County, City and County of 
Broomfield, and Town of Superior with the proposed Visitor Contact Station on the west side of the Refuge 
and ultimately with regional trails to be located off-Refuge in the State Highway 93 corridor west of the 
Refuge. This trail will be open for foot and bicycle traffic only. 

In the southern portion of the Refuge, a multi-use trail, approximately 8 miles long will follow portions of 
the Refuge south boundary, and mesa tops south of the main stem of Woman Creek, connecting City of 
Westminster and City of Arvada Open Space with the Visitor Contact Station and eventually with other 
public lands and regional trails west of Rocky Flats. This southern multi-use trail will be open for 
equestrian, bicycle and foot traffic. 



Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that initial development of interpretive facilities designated in 
the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR will cost approximately $76,000. It is also 
anticipated that appropriated NWRS Operations and Maintenance funds for development of interpretive 
facilities will be leveraged through partnership arrangements with non-profit organizations and with local 
units of government and state agencies. Once developed, the annual maintenance costs for interpretive 
facilities is anticipated to be approximately $5,000 per year. 

No development of specialized facilities is anticipated to facilitate teacher-led environmental education 
programs at Rocky Flats NWR. It is estimated that development of special cumcula and lesson plans for 
Rocky Flats will require approximately 0.5 FTE of labor and $30,000 over the course of the first five years 
following Refuge establishment. The required level of staffing and funding to produce those materials is 
within the current operating budget and staffing pattern of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex. 

This is a “pre-acquisition” compatibility determination, prepared, to accompany the Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. Funds are anticipated to be available for the 
operation of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in the CCP. 

Anticipated Impacts: Development and implementation of interpretive and education programs at Rocky 
Flats NWR will have minimal and biologically insignificant impacts on Refuge resources. Less than 0.25 
acres of habitat will need to be disturbed or converted for development of all planned interpretive facilities 
(not including parking facilities). 

I 

Human presence and movement on the Refuge for participation in Interpretive and Environmental 
Education programs will result in some wildlife disturbance. The level of disturbance will be minimal and 
will not be additive to disturbances attributed to other public uses such as wildlife observation and trail use. 

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and 
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats 
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04. 

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the 
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to public use were received both from 
those in opposition and in favor of public access for interpretation and environmental education. 

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site 
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those 
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge 
purposes or the mission of NWRS. 

Comments were received from several organizations, including the Colorado Wildlife Federation that 
supported the proposed action (Alternative B), including interpretation and environmental education. The 
Rocky Flats Citizen’s Advisory Board supported environmental education, but was not in agreement about 
whether those activities should take place on-site. The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum expressed a desire 
to partner with the Service in development of interpretive and education programs. Other groups, including 
the Prairie Preservation Alliance recommended no wildlife-dependent recreation, based on concerns of 
wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion. 

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public 
access for interpretation and environmental education, and others recommending no public use of the 
Refuge. Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more 
extensive public use programs, to the 8 15 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational 
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue, 
including responses to written comments and testimony rcceived at the public hearings, please see 
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for 
Rocky Flats NWR. 



The greatest anticipated impact associated with multi-use trails is the potential for erosion and damage to 
trail surfaces caused by horses and bicycles. Permitting those modes of transportation is likely to increase 
maintenance costs and if not managed, could eventually lead to soil loss and reduced surface water quality. 

It is noted that equestrian use is authorized in most units of the National Wilderness System, and is deemed 
appropriate with preservation of wilderness values, and that bicycle use on trails has proven to be a 
compatible mode of transportation on other urban units of the NWRS, including Minnesota Valley NWR 
and refuges of the San Diego NWR Complex. 

. 

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and 
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats 
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04. 

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the 
public comment period on the Drat? CCP/EIS. Comments related to trails were received both from those in 
opposition and in favor of multi-use trails. . 

. .  : Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NW,R based on their belief that site .. ; .  . ,. 
, cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those 

comments did not address whether trails were compatible with Refuge purposes or the mission of NWRS. 
’. 

: ‘ I  ’ .  

Comments were also received from several organizations, including the Boulder Area Trails Coalition and 
Boulder County Horse Association, which supported multi-use trails and other groups, including Plan 
Jeffco and the Prairie Preservation Alliance, which recommended very limited trails or no trails at all due to 
concerns about trail users causing wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing 
erosion. The National Wildlife Federation and others specifically opposed equestrian access based on the 
weed issue. Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties 
favoring establishment of multi-use trails and others recommending no public use of the Refuge. 

Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more extensive trails 
with greater access for equestrians to 81 5 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational 
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue, 
including responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see 
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for 
Rocky Flats NWR. 

Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised 
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance, habitat fragmentation, weed seed importation and erosion 
that might result from trail use. There were also several general comments opposing public use on the basis 
that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife. 

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife, and that 
active management of this use will be required to mitigate potential for this use to exacerbate weed 
problems and cause erosion. However, in the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe 
that the level of disturbance that may result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the 
achievement of the Refuge establishment purposes or mission of the NWRS. Trails will occupy a very 
small portion of Rocky Flats NWR. Implementation of the Final CCP will result in less habitat 
fragmentation, fewer roads and point sources of soil erosion, and enhanced weed control efforts. If 
implemented with the stipulations listed below, this use will facilitate achievement of Refuge goals for 
wildlife-dependent recreation, and will not significantly interfere with preservation and restoration of native 
habitats, or conservation of native wildlife. 

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.1 IA), place an 
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract 
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR. 



- Use is Not Compatible 

X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations 

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: 

1. Multi-use trails with equestrian and bicycle access are limited to those trail segments designated in the 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR. Development or opening of additional areas for 
these uses will require additional evaluation under the National Environmental Policy Act, a new 
Compatibility Determination, and a new Intra-Service Section 7 Consultation. 

2. No dogs or other pets will be allowed on any trails or other areas of Rocky Flats NWR. 

3. Equestrian use is contingent on development and implementation of volunteer service agreements with 
equestrian user groups who will agree to pick up and remove horse manure from Refuge trails at least twice 

. . .  a month to reduce the potential for horses to become a source of weed seed. 

4. Trails will be posted with "yield'.', signsindicating that pedestrians must yield to equestrian users and 
bicycles must yield to both equestrians and pedestrians. . . . .  

5. Trails open to bicycle use will be located on level ground to the maximum extent possible to discourage 
use by recreational mountain bikers for "thrill riding." , I (  ,. 

, # .  , : 
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Justification: Multi-use trails accommodating equestrian and bicycle use are not a form of wildlife 
dependent recreation. However, they are modes of access and transportation that facilitate public 
participation in wildlife observation, wildlife photography and interpretation. Within the context of an 
urban NWR, surrounded on three sides by public lands administered by local units of government, these 
trails provide needed connectivity among public lands to facilitate the public's appreciation of open space 
and habitat conservation at the edge of a rapidly urbanizing metropolitan area. 

I t  is noted that equestrian use is authorized in almost all units of the National Wilderness System, and is 
deemed appropriate with preservation of wilderness values. Bicycle use on trails has proven to be a 
compatible mode of transportation on other urban units of the NWRS, including Minnesota Valley NWR 
and refuges of the San Diego NWR Complex that support far more sensitive habitats and far more 
significant migratory bird and endangered species resources than does Rocky Flats. 

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: This is not a priority public use. The Compatibility Determination for 
this use is subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 10 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility 
Determination in 2014. 

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision. 

Approval/Concurrence: A 

1 ,- 
PreparedApproved: L/u! .&- 

Refuge Manager: 
Signature 



COMPATIBILITY D ETERM I NATI o N 

Use: 

Refuge Name: 

Establishing 
Authority: 

Refuge Purposes: 

. .  

Wildlife Observation and Photography, Including Public Use Facility 
Development to support those uses. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107) 

1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems. 

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and 
migratory and resident wildlife. 

3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are , 1.  

candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
153 1 et seq.)). 

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research 

NWRS Mission: “. . .to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats, 
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C. 
66 8dd( a)( 2)). 

Description of Use: Wildlife Observation and Wildlife Photography programs are provi‘ded to the general 
public, during daylight hours, along an established and well delineated system of authorized trails 
designated in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. A total of 
16.5 miles of trail will be developed and open. Most of the trail system will be open year-round, however 
trails that enter the Rock Creek drainage and cross sensitive habitats of the Preble’s meadow jumping 
mouse will be closed seasonally during May through September. 

’ 

Off-trail access for wildlife observation and photography will also be provided seasonally, on the southern 
third of the Refuge, during the Preble’s hibernation season from September through May, outside the bird- 
nesting season. 

Most areas of the Refuge are closed to general public access due to the sensitivity of habitats. Despite 
highly restricted access that prohibits visitor traffic in the Refuge’s sensitive endangered species habitats, 
excellent opportunities are available for observing deer, coyotes, raptors, song birds other species from the 
approved trail system. Opportunities for wildlife observation and photography may also be available in 
conjunction with staff or volunteer-led interpretive tours and programs. 

The CCP calls for access to public use trails for wildlife observation and photography. The CCP also calls 
for enhanced programs including the addition of one wildlife observation and photography blind, and three 
enhanced overlook facilities for observation and photography, a Visitor Contact Station, and trailhead 
parking areas. The Visitor Contact Station would be a small (700 - 1000 square foot) building with 
associated restroom facilities. Parking facilities would include three lots, to accommodate a total of 70 cars 
and 1 bus. Parking lots would be gravel surfaced, and enclosed with post and beam type fencing. Over 
72% of the planned trail system will be located on existing roads. About 2 miles of new foot trail will be 
constructed in the northwest comer of the Refuge. Approximately 0.6 milcs of existing roads would have 
to be improved to provide for accessibility for mobility impaired visitors. 

- 



Availability of Resources: Most of the planned trail system will be located on existing roads, so wildlife 
observation and photography could be initiated without additional facility development, and with minimum 
costs for posting and staffing. 

Construction of two new trail segments (4.6 miles), overlook facilities, viewing/ photography blinds, 
trailhead parking lots and Visitor Contact Station represent one-time construction costs of about $390,000. 

Resources necessary to open and operate wildlife observation and photography programs, using the 
existing trail system are estimated to be 0.5 FTE and $42,000 annually. Those resources are available 
within the existing staffing and budget allocations of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex. They 
will be well within the resources available under the proposed staffing and O&M budget proposed in the 
CCP for Rocky Flats NWR. \ 

Resources are not currently available for development of new facilities to support the objective level of 
wildlife observation and photography programs for Rocky Flats NWR. Once approved, all facilities called 
for in the CCP will be incorporated in funding packages in the Refuge Operating Needs System (RONS), 
and will be developed as funds become available over the life of the CCP. Development of additional 
facilities are not required to open the Refuge for limited wildlife observation and photography. 

Anticipated Impacts: Continuation of the existing programs for interpretation, wildlife observation and 
wildlife photography will have a negligible impact on habitats. Development of facilities to support these 
uses will result in a loss of 1.9 acres or xeric tallgrass prairie and 2.9 acres of mixed grass prairie, mostly 
for parking lot development. Those acreages represent 0.12% and 0.13% of those habitat types at Rocky 
Flats, respectively. Facility development would result in no loss of upland shrub, riparian, or other wetland 
habitats. 

Some wildlife disturbance will result from these programs. Some birds will be flushed from foraging or 
resting habitats by the approach of people on trails. However, the area impacted by these disturbances is 
small compared to the overall habitat area available. Approximately 200 acres of habitat will be within 100 
feet on either side of the proposed trail system. That amounts to 4% of the total acreage at Rocky Flats. I t  
is also possible that some particularly sensitive bird species will avoid areas adjacent to trails for nesting 
purposes. However, under the CCP approved trail plan, over 80% of Refuge habitats will be greater than 
100 yards from any trail. 

Off-trail access during the period of October - April in the southern portion of the Refuge is provided to 
give bird watchers and photographers an opportunity for viewing and photographing wildlife that may not 
be available on designated trails. This area avoids occupied Preble’s habitat and the use will occur during 
seasons when there will be no impact to ground-nesting birds. Some trampling of vegetation will occur, 
but most plants will be senescent during those seasons. It is not anticipated that off-trail traffic will be 
intense enough to create social trails or damage habitat. 

Disturbance caused by these uses is not anticipated to cause wildlife to leave or abandon the Refuge, and all 
areas are available to wildlife for undisturbed use during closed hours. Disturbance resulting from wildlife 
observation, and photography programs is deemed to be biologically insignificant. 

Additionally, the CCP calls for continued closure and restoration of many roads and trails that will exist at 
the time of Refuge establishment. Fencing, other barriers, signs and revegetation efforts will restore many 
acres and result in a net habitat gain. All stream crossings will be on existing roads, and no new 
disturbance of riparian habitats will be required for these uses. Numerous existing stream crossings will be 
restored and revegetated. Trails that occur in riparian areas in the Rock Creek drainage will be closed 
seasonally to prevent wildlife observation and photography activities from impacting Preble’s during the 
May through September active period. 

The proposed uses, including development of facilities to support those uses, will foster public appreciation 
and understanding of the prairie ecosystem and the importance of Refuge habitats for wildlife conservation. 



The proposed uses are also priority wildlife-dependent uses of the National Wildlife Refuge System and 
promote fulfillment of the intent of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. 

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and 
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats 
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04. 

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the 
public comment period on the Draft CCP/ElS. Comments related to public use were received both from 
those in opposition, and in favor of public access for wildlife observation and photography. 

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site 
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors.. Those 
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge 
purposes or the mission of NWRS. 

, . -  
... Comments were received from several organizations that supported the proposed action (Alternative B), 

including wildlife observation and photography. Other groups, including the Prairie Preservation Alliance 

exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion. 

. .  
. .  . ,  

. , .  recommended no trails or wildlife-dependent recreation based on concerns of wildlife disturbance, . . . 
, .  

. .  . .  

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public 
access for wildlife observation and photography, and others recommending no public use of the Refuge. 
Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more extensive 
public use programs, to the 815 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational access to 
the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue, including 
responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see Appendix H to the 
Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for Rocky Flats NWR. 

Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised 
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance. There were also several general comments opposing public 
use on the basis that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife. 

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife. However, in 
the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe that the level of disturbance that may 
result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the achievement of the Refuge establishment 
purposes or mission of the NWRS. Wildlife observation and photography are clearly appropriate uses of 
the NWRS, and are among the priority public uses of the Refuge System, as established in law. The areas 
necessary to be disturbed for development of the proposed facilities to support wildlife observation and 
photography are very small. The conversion of those small areas to non-habitat uses will not materially 
detract from the ability of the Refuge to achieve its establishment purposes or its contribution to 
accomplishing the NWRS mission. 

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U., and 2.1 IA), place an 
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract 
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR. 

- Use is Not Compatible 

X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations 

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: 
I .  Wildlife observation and photography programs must be conducted in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan. Any new programs or facilities not prescribed in the CCP must be 
approved through an additional public planning process, in compliance with NEPA, Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, and other environmental compliance requirements, prior to implementation. 



2. Areas open for off-trail use in the southern third of the Refuge will be closely monitored by Refuge 
staff. If off-trail use exceeds the capacity of the habitat (e.g., to a point where trampling results in loss of 
vegetative cover), the off-trail portion of the program will be curtailed or reduced to preserve habitat 
integrity. 

Justification: Wildlife observation, and wildlife photography are priority wildlife-dependent public uses 
of the National Wildlife Refuge System. These uses, including existing and future enhanced programs as 
prescribed in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR are compatible with the 
Refuge’s establishment purposes, and with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. These 
uses are not only justified but are encouraged by the National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997. 
The Rocky Flats NWR Act of 2001 states that wildlife-dependent recreation is a priority public use of 
Rocky Flats NWR. 

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is 
subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in 
201 9. 

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision. 

ApprovaVConcurrence: 

PreparedApproved: 
Refuge Manager: 

Signature Date 

Concurrence: 
Regional Chief 

Signature Date 



Laws and Executive Orders 



LAWS AND REGULATIONS AFFECTING 
ROCKY FLATS NWR 

Many procedural and substantive requirements o f  
Federal and applicable State and local laws and 
regulations affect Refuge establishment, 
management, and development. The following list 
identifies the key federal laws and policies that  were 
considered during the planning process o r  that  could 
affect future Refuge management. 

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT (1978): Directs 
agencies to  consult w i th  native traditional religious 
leaders to determine appropriate policy changes 
necessary to  protect and preserve Native American 
religious cultural r ights and practices. 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (1992): Prohibits 
discrimination in public accommodations and services. 

ANTIQUITIES ACT (1906): Authorizes the scientific 
investigation o f  antiquities on Federal land and 
provides penalties for unauthorized removal of objects 
taken or collected without a permit. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (1974): 
Directs the preservation of historic and archaeological 
data in Federal construction projects. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT (1979) AS AMENDED: 

Protects materials of archaeological interest f rom 
unauthorized removal or destruction and requires 
Federal managers to develop plans and schedules to 
locate archaeological resources. 

I 

ARCHITECTURAL BARRIERS ACT (1968): Requires federally 
owned, leased, or funded buildings and facilities to  be 
accessible to persons with disabilities. 

BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION ACT (1940): The Act 
prohibits the taking o r  possession of and commerce in 
bald and golden eagles, wi th limited exceptions. 

CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1977, AS AMENDED: The pr imary objective 
o f  this Ac t  is to  establish Federal standards for various 
pollutants from both stationary and mobile sources and 

t o  provide for the regulation of polluting emissions via 
state implementation plants. In addition, and of special 
interest for National Wildlife Refuges, some 
amendments are designed to  prevent significant 
deterioration in certain areas where air quality exceeds 
national standards, and to  provide for improved air 
quality in areas which do not meet Federal standards 

("non-attainment" areas). Federal facilities are required 
t o  comply w i th  air quality standards to  the same extent 
as nongovernmental entities (42 U.S.C. 7418). 

CLEAN WATER ACT (1977): Requires consultation w i th  the 
Corps of Engineers (404 permits) for major wetland 
modifications. 

EMERGENCY WETLANDS RESOURCES ACT (1986): The purpose o f  
the Ac t  is "To promote the conservation of migratory 
waterfowl and to  offset o r  prevent the serious loss of 
wetlands by the acquisition o f  wetlands and other 
essential habitat, and for other purposes." 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (1973): Requires all Federal 
agencies to  carry out programs for the conservation o f  
endangered and threatened species. . .  , .  

, .. 
, : ' 1 :  I EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 11593, PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF 

. .  
THE CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT (1971): If the Service proposes 
any development activities that  would affect the . .\ 

archaeological o r  historical sites, the Service wil l  
consult wi th Federal and State Historic Preservation 
Officers to  comply wi th Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Ac t  of 1966, as amended. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11987, EXOTIC ORGANISMS (1977): This 
Executive Order requires Federal agencies, to  the 
extent permitted by law, to: restrict the introduction o f  
exotic species into the natural ecosystems on lands and 
waters owned or  leased by the United States; 
encourage States, local governments, and private 
citizens to  prevent the introduction of exotic species 
into natural ecosystems of the US.; restrict the 
importation and introduction of exotic species into any 
natural U.S. ecosystems as a result of activities they 
undertake, fund, or  authorize; and restrict the use o f  
Federal funds, programs, o r  authorities to  export 
native species for introduction into ecosystems outside 
the U.S. where they do not occur naturally. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988, FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT (1977): 
Each Federal agency shall provide leadership and take 
action to  reduce the r isk of flood loss and minimize the 
impact of floods on human safety, and preserve the 
natural and beneficial values served by the floodplains. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, PROTECTION OF WETLANDS (1977): This 
order directs all Federal agencies to  avoid, if possible, 
adverse impacts to wetlands and to  preserve and 
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. 
Each agency shall avoid undertaking or  assisting in 
wetland construction projects unless the head of the 
agency determines that there is no practicable 



Appendix c: Laws arid Executive Orders 

alternative to such construction and that the proposed 
action includes measures to  minimize harm. Also, 
agencies shall provide opportunity for early public 
review of proposals for construction in wetlands, 
including those projects not requir ing an E IS. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (1994): This 
order provides minority and low-income populations 
an opportunity to  comment on the development and 
design of Reclamation activities. Federal agencies shall 
make achieving environmental just ice part  of their 
missions by identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health o r  environmental effects o f  i ts 
programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12996 MANAGEMENT AND GENERAL PUBLIC USE 
OF THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM (1996): Defines the 
mission, purpose, and priori ty public uses o f  the 
National Wildlife Refuge System. It also presents four 
principles to guide management of the System. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 13007 INDIAN SACRED SITES (1996): Directs 
Federal land management agencies to  accommodate 
access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by 
Indian religious practitioners, avoid adversely affecting 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites, and where 
appropriate, maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 13084, CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH 
INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS (1998): The United States has 
a unique legal relationship w i th  Indian tr ibal 
governments as set forth in the Constitution of the 
United States, treaties, statutes, Executive orders, and 
court decisions. Since the formation of the Union, the 
United States has recognized Indian tribes as domestic 
dependent nations under i ts protection. In treaties, our 
Nation has guaranteed the right of Indian tribes to 
self-government. As domestic dependent nations, 
Indian tribes exercise inherent sovereign powers over 
their members and territory. The United States 
continues to work wi th Indian tribes on a government- 
to-government basis to  address issues concerning 
Indian tribal self-government, t rust  resources, and 
Indian tribal treaty and other rights. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 13112, INVASIVE SPECIES(~SSS): Directs federal 
agencies to  prevent the introduction of invasive species, 
control and monitor invasive species, and restore native 
species and habitats that have been invaded. 

FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION ACT OF SEPTEMBER 2,1937 
16 U.S.C.669-6691), AS AMENDED: This Act, commonly 

referred t o  as the "Pittman-Robertson Act", provides 
t o  States for  game and non-game wildl i fe restorat ion 
work. Funds f rom an excise tax on sport ing arms and 
ammunit ion are appropriated t o  the Secretary o f  the 
Inter ior  annually and apportioned to  States on  a 
formula basis for  approved land acquisition, research, 
development and management projects and hunter 
safety programs. 

FEDERAL NOXIOUS WEED ACT (1990): Requires the use o f  
integrated management systems t o  control o r  contain 
undesirable plant species; and an interdisciplinary 
approach w i th  the cooperation of other Federal and 
State agencies. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT OF MARCH 10,.1934 (16 , . 
U.S.C. 661-66c), AS AMENDED: This Act authorizes the 

other agencies in development;protection, rearing and . . - ' ' .". . 
stocking fish and wildlife on Federal lands, and to  study 
effects o f  pollution on fish and wildlife: The Ac t  also 
requires consultation wi th the Fish and Wildlife I 

Service and the wildlife agency of any State wherein 
the waters of any stream o r  other water body'are 
proposed to  be impounded, diverted, channelized o r  
otherwise controlled o r  modified by any Federal 
agency, o r  any private agency under Federal permit  o r  
license, wi th a view to  preventing loss of, o r  damage to, 
wildlife resources in connection wi th such water 
resource projects. The Act further authorizes Federal 
water resource agencies t o  acquire lands o r  interests in 
connection w i th  water use projects specifically for 
mitigation and enhancement of fish and wildlife. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE ACT (1956): Established a 
comprehensive national fish and wildlife policy and 
broadened the authority for acquisition and 
development o f  refuges. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT (1958): Allows the Fish 
and Wildlife Service to  enter into agreements w i th  
private landowners for wildlife management purposes. 

. , .  

. . ' .. - .  

. \  :. 
Secretary of the Interior t o  assist Federal, State and . ?  . 

i 
i 

FOOD SECURITY ACT OF 1985 (TITLE XII, PUBLIC b W  99-198,99 
STAT. 1354; DECEMBER 23,1985), AS AMENDED: Authorizes 
acquisition of easements in real property for a te rm o f  
not less than 50 years for conservation, recreation, and 
wildlife purposes. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND ACT (1965): Uses the 
receipts f rom the sale of surplus Federal land, outer 
continental shelf oil and gas sales, and other sources 
for land acquisition under several authorities. 

272 



MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION ACT (1929): Establishes 
procedures for acquisition by purchase, rental, o r  gift 

o f  areas approved by the Migra tory  Bird 
Conservation Commission. 

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT (1918): Designates the 
protection of migratory birds as a Federal responsibility. 
This Act enables the setting of seasons, and other 
regulations including the closing of areas, Federal o r  
nonfederal, to  the hunting of migratory birds. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (1969): Requires all 
Federal agencies to  examine the impacts upon the 
environment that their actions might have, t o  incorporate 

' , :. . : ' the best.available environmental information, and the use 
o f  public participation in the planning and 

:/; ' , ..: implementation of all actions. All Federal agencies must 
.. . .,integrate N EPA with other planning requirements, and 

prepare appropriate N EPA documentation to  facilitate 
- .  sound environmental decision making. NEPA requires 

the disclosure of the environmental impacts of any major 
Federal action that affects in a significant way the quality 
of the human environment. 

- 

. .  

, .  : . I ,  : 

. .  - 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (1966) AS AMENDED: 

Establishes as policy that  the Federal Government is to  
provide leadership in the preservation of the nation's 
prehistoric and historic resources. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1966 
AS AMENDED BY THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997,16 U.S.C. 668DD-668EE. (REFUGE 
ADMINISTRATION ACT): Defines the National Wildlife 
Refuge System and authorizes the Secretary to permit  
any use of a refuge provided such use is compatible 
wi th the major purposes for which the refuge was 
established. The Refuge I mprovement Ac t  clearly 
defines a unifying mission for the Refuge System; 
establishes the legitimacy and appropriateness of the 
six priori ty public uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife 
observation and photography, o r  environmental 
education and interpretation); establishes a formal 
process for determining compatibility; established the 
responsibilities of the Secretary of Interior for 
managing and protecting the System; and requires a 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for each refuge by 
the year 2012. This Act amended portions of the 
Refuge Recreation Act and National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997: 
Sets the mission and administrative policy for all 

refuges in the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
Clearly defines a unifying mission for the Refuge 
System; establishes the legitimacy and appropriateness 
of the six priori ty public uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife 
observation and photography, o r  environmental 
education and interpretation); establishes a formal 
process fo r  determining compatibility; establishes the 
responsibilities o f  the Secretary of the Interior for 
managing and protecting the System; and requires a 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for each refuge by 
the year 2012. This Act amended portions of the 
Refuge Recreation Act and National Wildlife Refuge 
System Administration Act of 1966. 

NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT 
(1990): Requires Federal agencies and'huseums I .  . , . .  to  
inventory, determine ownership of, and.repatriate . , a .  . 
cultural items under their control or'pos;ession. ,', ' 

REFUGE RECREATION ACT (1962): Allows the use of refuges 
for recreation when such uses are'compatible wi th the 
refuge's pr imary purposes and when sufficient funds 
are available to  manage the uses. 

REHABILITATION ACT (1973): Requires programmatic 
accessibility in addition to  physical accessibility for all 
facilities and programs funded by the Federal 
government to  ensure that anybody can participate in 
any program. 

, .  

. , .  . . . , ,  I r .  

REFUGE REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1935, AS AMENDED: Provides 
for payments to  counties in lieu o f  taxes, using 
revenues derived from the sale of products f rom 
refuges. Public L a w  88-523 (1964) revised this Ac t  and 
required that all revenues received from refuge 
products, such as animals, timber and minerals, o r  
f rom leases or  other privileges, be deposited in a 
special Treasury account and net receipts distributed to  
counties for public schools and roads. Payments to  
counties were established as: 1) on acquired land, the 
greatest amount calculated on the basis of 75 cents per 
acre, three-fourths of one percent o f  the appraised 
value, o r  25 percent of the net receipts produced from 
the land; and 2) on land withdrawn from the public 
domain, 25 percent of net receipts and basic payments 
under Public Law 94-565 (31 U.S.CI 1601- 1607,90 Stat. 
2662), payment in lieu of taxes on public lands. 

ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE ACT OF 2001: 
Establishes Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
following cleanup and closure of the site, directs the 
development of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
for the Refuge, and other details. 



. .  
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
REGION 8 

999 18'" STREET - SUITE 300 
DENVER, CO 80202-2466 

Ref 8EPR-F 

Mr. Mark Sattelberg 
Senior Contaminant Biologist 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge 
Building 111 
Commerce City, CO 80222-1748 

Re: USFWS Future Activities at Rocky Flats 

Dear Mr. Sattelberg: 

This is in response to your letter dated August 20,2003, in which you asked whether 
EPA anticipated placing restrictions on activities the US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) may 
wish to conduct at the future Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Specifically the Service 
asked about the following activities: prescribed fire, grazing, plowing, and ripping up old roads. 

Once EPA certifies the remedy to be complete andjurisdiction ofproperty has been 
transferred to the Sewice, does EPA foresee any restrictions on the use ofprescribed3re? 
Similarly, does the EPA envision restrictions on ripping up roads? 

As you are aware, the widespread contaminants of most concern at Rocky Flats are 
plutonium and americium. Consequently, areas at the site where these contaminants remain at 
closure would have the most use restrictions. In June 2003, CDPHE and EPA approved 
modifications to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, including revised contaminant soil action 
levels. EPA expects that at the completion of the remedy no significant contamination will be 
left in the surface soils at concentrations greater than outlined in the Attachment 5 of the 
modified agreement. For plutonium, the expectation is that surface soils contaminated at 
concentrations greater than 50 picocuries/gram (pCi/g) will have been removed. Surface soils 
are defined as those less than three feet in depth. EPA anticipates there will be restrictions on 
areas of the Site with residual contamination less than 50 pCi/g but greater than 9 pCi/g - a 
concentration representing lifetime excess cancer risk of one in 1,000,000 to a wildlife refuge 
worker. This is not to say that prescribed fire or ripping up roads would be precluded in areas 
with residual contamination in the 9-50 pCi/g range. Rather, the Service would need to take 
extra precautions in those areas to minimize soil disturbances. The primary concern being that 
major soil disturbances could result in elevated levels of contaminants to migrate to surface 
water. 

Printed on Recycled Papet 
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Cost Dctails 



Cost Request Details 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Lefuge Operations Needs System (RONS) 
Staff* 
Facility Lease‘ 
Maintenance (Weed Management)’ 
Utilities. 
Restoration 
Trails 
Visitor Facilities 
Interpretation 
StoragelMaintenance Building 
Cistern 
Septic System 
Burglar Alarm 
Fencing 
Signs 
Utility Line Installation 
ComputerslFaxlOffice Equipment 
Mountain Bike (for Patrol) 
All Terrain Vehicle (ATV) 
Spray-Rig for ATV 
Maintenance Truck 
Pickup Truck 
Slip-On Spray-Rig for Truck 
Mower 
Maintenance Tools 
Generator 
Biological Monitoring/Restoration Tools 
Water Storage - 50K Gallon Bladder 
Water Storage - Pumpkin 
500 Gallon Fuel Tank/Pump 
Shared Equipment Budget 
Planning and Design 

Sub-Total - RONS 
laintenance Management System (MMS) 

‘0th RONS and MMS 

laintenance Funds (Annual) 

ire Funding: 

Renovate 1/2 Shed for Office 

Visitor Center 

FacilitylEquipment Maintenance 

Fire Cache (One-Time) 
Fire Engine (One-Time) 
Staff (Ongoing) 

Sub-Total - Fire Funding 

Total Cost Requests 

native 
C A 

6 121,384 

25,000 
6,160 

16,859 

15,000 

4,905 

4,400 

13,000 
3,000 

35,000 

12,000 
9,500 

10,000 
5,000 

15,000 
7,000 

20,000 
100,000 

6 423,208 

6 15,000 

; 21,283 

; 50,000 
75,000 

133,007 
j 258,007 

i 717,498 

Alt 
0 

$ 431,265 

50,000 
20,020 
93,736 

140,395 
249,269 
81,000 

225,000 
8,000 

12,000 
2,000 

46,613 
7,405 

15,000 
8,800 
1,600 

13,000 
3,000 

35,000 
44,000 
12,000 
9,500 

10,000 

15,000 
15,000 
7,000 

20,000 
100,000 
78,169 

6 1,753,772 

6 55,779 

6 50,000 
75,000 

133,007 
5 258,007 

6 2,067,558 

* Classified as RONS for the first year of Refuge operations, then as annual operating funds. 

499,448 

75,000 
12,520 

11 3,534 
41,501 
30,563 
7,000 

225,000 
8,000 

12,000 
2,000 

38,063 
7,405 

15,000 
11,000 

800 
13,000 
3,000 

35,000 
44,000 
12,000 
9,500 

10,000 

15,000 
15,000 
7,000 

20,000 
150,000 

210,000 

38,504 

$ 1,680,838 

$ 36,517 

$ 50,000 
75,000 

133,007 
6 258,007 

$ 1,975,362 

§ 
D 

. . .  

702,711 

50,OOC 
68,OOC 
53,794 

216,85C 
457,228 
149,OOC 
350,OOC 

18,OOC 
25,OOC 

3,000 
66,72C 

9,405 
25,OOC 
17,600 
1,600 

13,000 
3-,000 

35,000 
44,000 
12,000 
9,500 

10,000 

15,000 
15,000 
7,000 

20,000 
100,000 
431,221 

; 2,928,627 

I 3,000,000 

) 232,745 

I 50,000 
75,000 
83,724 

B 208,724 

6,370,096 I 



Alternative A Estimated Costs 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

ew Funding: 

EW Funding. 
Staff 

Refuge Operabons Specialist (GS-9) 
Seasonal Range Technician (GS-6) 

Maintenance 
Weed Management 
Lindsay Barn 
Facliity/Equipment Maintenance 

UNIIUes 
Electncity 
Gas 
Phone 
Cleaninflrash Pickup 

Klstlng Base Fundlng: 
Maintenance 

Shared Equipment Maintenance 

$ 258,001 

Operations (Ongoing) 
Notes I Quantity Units CosVUnit cost 

Staff (Ongoing) 
Fire Program Technician (GS-6/9) 
Fire Engine Foreman (GS-5/6) 
Fire Fighters (Seasonal) (GS-4/5) 

Cost reflects cost/ 
unit increased by 45% 

to reflect training. 
supplies and benefits. 

Cost reflects cost/ 
unit increased by 45% 

to reflect training. 
supplies and benefits. 

Staff Est. of Supplies 
Staff Estimate 

5% of Equip. + .005% 
of Fence 

Over 12 months 
Clean lxiweek 

5% of Shared Equip. 

1.0 FTE $ 48,230 $ 
1.0 FTE $ 35.483 s 

$ 
$ 

2 lines $ 50 $ 
$ 

69,934 
51,450 

25,000 
2,000 

14,283 

1,200 
4,960 

5,000 

Subtotal 

$ 121.384 

$ 41.283 

$ 6,160 

I .  

$ . . .5.000 

Total: Operatlons 
Net Present Value of Operatlons over 15 Year Period 

ew Funding: 
Restorallon 

Seed for Eliminating Roads 
Stream Crossing Restoration 

Facllllies 
Admlnlstrative 
Renovate 1/2 Shed for Office 
StoragelMaintenance Building 
Signs 

Roadside 
Bo u n d a ry 

Equipment 
Computers/Fax/Office Equipment 
Ail Terrain Vehicle (ATV) 
Spray-Rig for ATV 
Maintenance Truck 
Slip-On Spray-Rig for Truck 
Mower 
Maintenance Tools 
Generator 
Water Storage - 50K Galion Bladder 
Water Storage - Pumpkin 
500 Gallon Fuel TanWPump 

Klsting Base Funding: 
Shared Equipment Budget 

Total: Restoration and lmplementa 
Net Present Value of Restoration a 

Restoration ai 
Notes 

1 1 3 8  miles @ 20 feet 

Pull Shed for Tractor 

Every 1,000 Feet 

Implementation (One-Time) 
Quantity Units CostlUnit ' Cost 

28.8 
13 

1 
1 

6 
67 

2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 

ac. 
ea. 

lump 
lump 

ea. 
ea. 

emp. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

134 $ 
1,000 $ 

15,000 $ 
15,000 $ 

650 $ 
15 $ 

2,200 $ 
6,500 $ 
1,500 $ 

35,000 $ 
12,000 t 
9,500 $ 

10,000 $ 
5,000 $ 

15,000 $ 
3,500 $ 

10,000 $ 

100,000 $ 

3,859 
13,000 

15,000 
15,000 

3,900 
1,005 

4,400 
13,000 
3,000 

35,000 
12,000 
9,500 

10,000 
5,000 

15,000 
7,000 

20,000 

100.000 

Subtotal 

$ 16.859 

$ 34,905 

$ 133,900 

$ 100,000 

n 
Implementation over 15 Year Period 

Area Subtotal 

$ 168.82 

b r  5,OOt 

D -173.82i 
1,932,671 

Area Subtotal 

$ 185.66 

b 100.00( 

b 285.664 
274.671 

Equipment 
Fire Cache (One-Time) 
Fire Engine (One Time) 

Staff Est. of Supplies $ 50,000 
$ 75,000 

1 FTE $ 49,283 $ 49.283 
1 FTE $ 44,211 $ 44.211 
1 FTE $ 39,514 $ 39,514 

$ 125,000 

$ 133,007 

Total: Fire Management $ 258.007 
Net Present Value of Fire Managment over 15 Year Period $ 1,599,016 
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3,000 
3,000 
3,000 
1,200 
9,820 

I I .  

... .. . 

$ 

,, 

Alternative B Estimated Costs 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Facilities 
Publlc Use 
Trails 

New Trails - Natural Surface 
ADA Accessible (Reused Rc 

Prep 
Surfacing 

Visitor Facilities 
Restrwm 
Viewing Blind 
Seasonal Contact Station 
Benches 
Parking Lots 

Site Preparation 
Surfacing 

Interpretation 

ew Funding: 
Staff 

Refuge Manager (GS-12) 
Biologist (GS-11) 
Public Use (GS-9) 
Range Biotech (GS-5) 

Maintenance 
Weed Management 
Lindsay Barn 
Fadiity/Equipment Maintenance 

Utilities 
E I e c t ri c i ty 
Gas 
Phone 
Burglar Alarm 

' CleaningKrash Pickup 

'Interpretive Materials 

rlsting Base Funding: 
Staff 

Public Use Assistance (GS-11) 
Public Use Assistance (GS-5) 
Administrative Assistance (GS-9) 
Maintenance (WG-7) 
Law Enforcement (GS-9) 

Maintenance 
Shared Equipment Maintenance 

3.7 Miles 
.9 Miles 

3 Lots170 C a d 1  Bus 

Operations (Ongoing) 

I I 

Cost reflects msV 
unit increased by 45% 

to reflect training, 
supplies and benefits. 

Staff Est. of Supplies 
Staff Estimate 

5% of FacilitiedEquip. 

Over 12 months 

Clean Zxhveek 

Cost reflects COSV 
unit increased by 45% 

to reflect training. 
supplies and benefits. 

5% of Shared Equip 

1.0 FTE $ 69.939 $ 
1.0 FTE $ 58.353 $ 
1.0 FTE $ 48.230 $ 
1.0 FTE $ 31.833 $ 

12 months $ 250 $ 
12 months $ 250 $ 

50 $ 
12 months $ , 100 $ 

$ 

5 lines .$ 

(see notes) 

101,412 
84.612 
69,934 
46.1 58 

1 lump- $ '5,000 $ . .  . ,  

0.25 FTE $ . 58.353 $ 
0.50 FTE $ 31,833 $ 
0.15 FTE $ 48.230 $ 
0.25 FTE $ 43,666 $ 
0.50 FTE $ 48.230 $ 

$ 
50,000 
2,000 

48.779 

5.000 .$ 

$ 
z1.153 
z3.079 
10,490 
15.829 
58.599 

I $  5,000 

roraar: uperauons S 562.06 
Net Present Value of Operations over 15 Year Period $ 6249.24 

Restoration and Implementation (One-Time) 
I Notes I Quantity Units CosVUnit cost 

I 
ew Funding: 

Restoration 
Seeding 

Restoration Seeding 
Seed for Eliminating Roads 
Seed for Road Narrowing 

Stream Crossing Restoration 

Disturbed/Non-Native 
27.8 miles @ 20 feet 

417 ac. 
67 ac. 
21 ac. 
26 ea. 

19.536 i.t. 

23,760 s.f. 
23,760 s.f. 

1 ea. 
1 ea. 

1,200 s.f. 
4 ea. 

26,830 s.f. 
26,830 s.f. 

4 ea. 
6 ea 
1 ea. 
1 lump 

134 $ 
134 $ 
134 0 

1,000 $ 

4 5  

0.12 $ 
2.50 $ 

26,000 $ 
15,000 $ 

150 $ 
1,500 $ 

0.38 $ 
0.45 $ 

5,500 $ 
4,000 $ 

10,000 t 
20,000 $ 

55.878 
9,031 
2.827 

26,000 

78.144 

2.851 
59.400 

26,000 
15,000 

180,000 
6,000 

10,195 
12,074 

22,000 
24,000 
10,000 
20.000 

93,736 

465,664 

389.664 

Area Subtoti 

b 1.537.15 



Appendix F: Cast Details 

I 

Admlnlstratlve 
Administrative Offices 
StoragdMaintenance Building 
Cistern 
Septic System 
Burglar Alarm 
Fencing 

Remove Interior Stock Fen1 
Weed Control Fencing 
Security Fencing around Fz 

Roadside 
Boundary 
Trail Directional 

Power 

Signs 

Utilities 

Equipment 
ComputerslFaxlOffice Equipment 
Mountain Bike (for Patrol) 
All Terrain Vehicle ( A N )  
Spray-Rig for A N  
Maintenance Truck 
Pickup Truck 
‘Slip-On Spray-Rig for Truck 
Mower 
Maintenance Tools 
Biological MonitoringlRestoration Tools 
Water Storage - 50K Gallon Bladder 
Water Storage ~ Pumpkin 
500 Gallon Fuel TankIPump 

I I 

Planning and Design 
Site Layout and Design 

ristlng Base Funding: 
Shared Equipment Budget 

Notes 

Incl. in Contact Sta 
3Vx75’ 

Approx. 8 Miles 
Approx. 3 Miles 

ies 

Every 1,000 Feet 

10% of Construction 

Quantity Units CosVUnit cost 

1 
1 
1 
1 

42,240 
15.840 

400 

6 
67 
5 

1 

4 
‘ 2  

2 
2 

‘ 1  
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 

1 

lump 
ea. 

lump 
lump 

1.f. 
1.f. 
1.f. 

ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

emp. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 
lump 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

lump 

$ 
225.000 $ 

8,000 $ 
12,000 $ 
2,000 $ 

0.50 $ 
0.17 $ 

57 $ 

650 $ 
15 $ 

500 $ 

15,000 $ 

2,200 $ 
800 $ 

6,500 $ 
1.500 $ 

35.000 ’ $ 
. 22,000 $ 

f 9.500 $ 
$ 10,000 $ 
8 15,000 $ 
$ 15,000 $ 
$ 3,500 $ 
$ 10,000 $ 

$ * 12,000 $ 

$ 78,169 $ 

Total: Restoration and Implementation 
Net Present Value of Restoration and Implementation over 15 Year Period 

t 100,000 f 

225,000 
8,000 

12,000 
2,000 

21,120 
2,693 

22.800 

3,900 
1,005 
2,500 

15,000 

8,800 
1,600 
13,000 
3.000 

35,000 
44.000 
12,000 

, 9,500 
10,000 
15,000 
15,000 
7,000 

20,000 

78.169 

100.000 

Subtotal 
316.0 

193,91 

78.11 

100,O~ 

Fire M 
I Notes 

ew Funding: I 
Equipment 

Fire Cache (One-Time) 
Fire Engine (One Time) 

Staff (Ongoing) 
Fire Program Technician (GS-6/9) 
Fire Engine Foreman (GS-516) 
Fire Fighters (Seasonal) (GS-4/5) 

Staff Est. of Supplies 

Cost reflects cosV 
unit increased by 45% 

to reflect training, 
supplies and benefits. 

Area Subtota 

6 1oo.ooc 

b 1,637,151 
b 1,159,182 

iagernent 
Quantity Units Cost/Unit cost I Subtotal . I Area Subtota 

I 1 I $ 258.007 I 
$ 125,000 

$ 50,000 
$ 75,000 

$ 133,007 
1 FTE $ 49,283 $ 49.283 
1 FTE $ 44,211 $ 44,211 
1 FTE $ 39,514 $ 39,514 



Alternative C Estimated Costs 
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

ew Funding: 
Staff 

Refuge Manager (GS-12) 
Biologist (GS-I 1) 
Biologist (GS-9) 
Range Biotech (GS-7) (2) 

Maintenance 
Weed Management 
FacilitylEquipment Maintenance 

Facilities 
Offce Lease 
‘Based on Average May, 2003 Office Least 

Utilities 
Phone 
Burglar Alarm (Maintenance Building) 
Cleaning 

Interpretive Materials 

risting Base Funding: 
Staff 

Public Use Assistance (GSI1)  . 
Public Use Assistance (GS-5) 
Administrative Assistance (GS-9) 
Maintenance (WG-7) 
Law Enforcement (GS-9) 

Maintenance 
Shared Equipment Maintenance 

Ope 
Notes 

Cos1 reflecfs cosv 
unil increased by 45% 

lo reflecl training, 
supplies and benefils. 

Staff Est. of Supplies 
5% of Faalities/Equip. 

Over 12 months 
‘ale for Westminsfer 

Over 12 months 

CieanUweek ’ 

cos1 renecfs cosv 
unil increased by 45% 

to reflect training, 
supplies and benefils. 

5% of Shared Equip. 

Ions (Ongoing) 
Quantity Units CosUUnit cost 

1.0 FTE 5 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE 5 
2.0 FTE $ 

1,000 s.1. $ 

5 lines 5 
12 months $ 

1 lump 5 

0.25 FTE $ 
0.50 FTE 5 
0.15 FTE 5 
0.25 FTE 5 
0.50 FTE 5 

(see notes) 

69,939 5 101,412 
58.353 5 84.612 
48.230 5 69,934 
39.428 5 114,341 

5 75.000 
5 29.017 

17.50 5 210.000 

50 5 3.000 
100 5 1,200 

5 8.320 

1,500 5 1.500 

58.353 5 21,153 
31.833 5 23,079 
48.230 5 10,490 
43,666 5 15.829 
48.230 5 58,599 

5 7,500 

Subtotal I Area Subtotal 
I 

Total: Operations 16 834.985 
Ne1 Present Value of Operations over 15 Year Period $ 9.283.686 

ew Funding: 
Restoration 

Seeding 
Restoration Seeding 
Seed for Eliminating Roads 

Remove Lindsay Ranch Buildings 
Stream Crossing Restoration 

Facilities 
Public Use 
Trails 

ADA Accessible (Reused Road) 
Prep 
Surfacing 

Visitor Facilities 
Restroom 
Benches 
Parking Lots 

Site Preparation 
Surfacing 

Interpretation 
Interpretive Sign Panels (Porcelain) 

Administrative 
StorageIMaintenance Building 
Cistern 
Septic System 
Burglar Alarm 
Fencing 

Remove Interior Stock Fence 
Weed Control Fencing 
Security Fencing around Facilities 

Restoration ani 
Notes 

DisturbedINon-Native 
28.9 miles @ 20 feet 

.6 Miles 

Overlook 
1 LoU10 Cars 

Overlook 

3UX75’ 

Approx. 8 Miles 
Approx. 3 Miles 

nplementation (One-lime) 
Quantity Units CosVUnit cost 

419 
70 

1 
18 

15.840 
15,640 

1 
1 

3,690 
3,690 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

42,240 
15.840 

250 

ac. 5 
ac. $ 

lump 5 
ea. $ 

S.f. $ 
S.f. $ 

ea. $ 
ea. $ 

S.f. $ 
s.f. $ 

ea. 5 

lump $ 
ea. $ 

lump 5 
lump $ 

1.f. 5 
1.f. $ 
1.f. $ 

134 5 
124 5 

30,000 5 
1,000 5 

0.12 5 
2.50 5 

26,000 5 
1,500 5 

0.38 5 
0.45 5 

5,500 $ 

225,000 5 
8,000 5 

12,000 5 
2,000 5 

0.50 5 
0.17 5 

56,146 
9.388 

30.000 
18.000 

1.901 
39,600 

26.000 
1,500 

1,402 
1,661 

5,500 

225,000 
8,000 

12,000 
2,000 

21,120 
2.693 

57 $ 14,250 

Subtotal 

113.534 

77.564 

307.468 

Area Subtotal 

7 3 2.3 6 9 



Signs 
Roadside 
Bound a ry 
Trail Directional 

Power 
Uhlities 

Equipment 
Computers/Fax/Office Equipment 
Mountain Bike (for Patrol) 
All Terrain Vehicle ( A N )  
Spray-Rig for A N  
Maintenance Truck 
Pickup TNck 
SlipOn Spray-Rig for Truck 
Mower 
Maintenance Tools 
Biological MonitoringIRestoration Tools 
Water Storage - 50K Gallon Bladder 
Water Storage - Pumpkin 
500 Gallon Fuel TanklPump 

Planning and Design 
Site Layout and Design 

listing Base Funding: 
Shared Equipment Budget 

13.000 
3.000 

35,000 
44,000 
12.000 
9,500 

10,000 
15,000 
15,000 
7.000 

20,000 

36.504 
. .  

150,000 

Notes I Quantity Units CosVUnit cost I Subtotal 
I I 

$ 

$ 

Every 1,000 Feet 

Notes 

BW Funding: 

6 
67 
5 

1 

5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 

1 

Quantity Units CosVUnit cost Subtotal 

ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

emp. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 
lump 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

lump 

Staff (Ongoing) 
Fire Program Technician (GS-BB) 
Fire Engine Foreman (GS-5/6) 
Fire Fighters (Seasonal) (GS4/5) 

$ 650 $ 
a 15 S 
a 500 $ 

cost renects cosv $ 133,007 
unit increased by 45% 1 FTE $ 49.263 0 49.283 

to refled training, 1 FTE $ 44.211 $ 44,211 
supplies and benefits. 1 FTE $ 39,514 $ 39,514 

$ 15,000 $ 

a 2,200 a 
a 800 a 
$ 6,500 5 
.$ 1,500 a 
$ 35.000 a 
a 22.000 a 
$ 12.000 a 
S 9.500 I 
$ 10.000 a 
$ 15.000 I 
$ 15,000 $ 
f 3,500 S 
$ 10,000 a 

$ 38.504 $ 

$ 150.000 $ 

3.900 
1,005 
2.500 

15.000 

$ 
1 1.000 

800 

195,300 

38,504 

150,000 

Area Subtotal 

. .  

i" 150,000 

Equipment 
Fire Cache (One-Time) 
Fire Engine (One Time) 

Staff Est. of Supplies 
5 125,000 

$ 50,000 
I 75,000 

Area Subtotal 

$ 258,007 

ioraf: r im managemenr a LSU.UU/ 
Net Present Value of Fire Managment over I 5  Year Period $ 1,599,016 



Alternative D Estlmated Costs 
Rocky Flats NaUonal W//d//fe Refuge 

ew Funding: 
Staff 

Refuge Manager (GS-12) 
Biologist (GS-11) 
Refuge Operations Specialist (GS-9) 
Public Use (GS-11) 
Public Use (GS-9) 
Public Use (GS-7) 
MaintenanceJBiotech (WG7) 
Law Enforcement (GS-9) 

Maintenance 
Weed Management 
Lindsay Barn 
FacililyIEquipment Maintenance 

Utilities 
Electricity 

, Gas , Phone 
: Burglar Alarm 

Cleaninflrash Pickup 

Interpretive Materlals 

xistlng Base Fundlng: 
' Staff 
. .  Public Use Assistance (GS-11) 

. Administrative Assistance (GS-9) 
.. Public Use Assistance (GS-5) 

Maintenance 
Shared Equipment Maintenance 

Operatio 
Notes 

cost reflects cosu 
unit increased by 45% 

lo refled training, 
supplies and benents. 

Cost reflects law enforcement 
training, supplies and benefits 

Stan Est. of Supplies 
Stan Estimate 

5% of FaulitiedEquip. 

Over 12 months 

Clean 3xJweek 

Cost reflects COSU 
unit increased by 45% 

lo reflect training. 
supplies and benerits. 

5% of Shared Equip 

(Ongoing) 
Quantily Units COsVUnit cost I Subtotal I k e a  Subtotal 

i I 

1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 
1.0 FTE $ 

12 months $ 
12 months $ 
10 lines $ 
12 months $ 

1 lump $ 

0.25 FTE $ 
0.50 FTE $ 
0.15 FTE $ 

69,939 $ 
58.353 $ 
48.230 $ 
58.353 $ 
48.230 $ 
39.428 $ 
43.666 $ 
48.230 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

1.200 $ 
1.ow $ 

s o $  
200 $ 

$ 

8,000 $ 

58.353 
31.833 $ 
48.230 $ 

5 

(see notes) 
$ 647.986 

101.412 
84.612 
69,934 
84.612 
69.934 
57,171 
63.316 

117,000 

$ 277,745 
50.000 
2,000 

225,745 

14.400 
12,000 
6,000 
2.400 

33,200 

8,000 

$ 1.001.73 

$ 59.72 
$ 54.722 

21,153 
23.079 
10,490 

$ 5.000 
5.000 

Net Present Value of Operatlons over 15 Year Period $ 11.801.67 

ew Funding: 
Restoration 

Seeding 
Restoration Seeding 
Seed for Eliminating Roads 
Seed for Road Narrowing 

Stream Crossing Restoration 

Facliities 
Publlc Use 
Trails 

New Trails . Natural Surface 
ADA Accessible (Reused Road) 

Prep 
Surfacing 

Visitor Facilities 
Restroom 
Viewing Blind 
Visitor Center 
Outdmr Education Center 
Benches 
Palking Lots 

Site Preparation 
Surfacing 

Interpretation 
Interpretive Sign Panels (Porcelain) 
Interpretive Signs (Porcelain) 
Kiosk 
Interior Display 

Restoration and 1m1 
Notes 

DisturbedINorrNative 
26.4 miles @ 20 feet 

4.7 Miles 
1.7 Miles 

Staff Estimate 
Arsenal Estimate 

6 Lotdl40 Card2 Bus 

Trails, Sm. Entrances 

mentation (One-The) 
Quantity Units CosVUnit cost I Subtotal 

I $ 53.79; 

119 
64 
24 
26 

24,816 

44.860 
44.860 

2 
2 
1 
1 
a 

49.970 
49,970 

6 
12 
1 
1 

ac. 
ac. 
ac. 
ea. 

if. 

SI. 
S.f. 

ea. 
ea. 

lump 
ea. 
ea. 

5.1. 
5.1. 

ea. 
ea 
ea. 

lump 

$ 134 $ 15.946 
$ 134 $ 8.576 
$ 134 $ 3.270 
$ 1.000 $ 26.000 

$ 3.815.07t 

$ 4 $ 99.264 

$ 0.12 $ 5.386 
$ 2.50 $ 112,200 

$ 26.0W $ 52.000 
$ 15,000 $ 30.000 
$ 3.000.000 $ 3,000,000 
$ 321.753 $ 321.753 
$ 1,500 $ 12.000 

$ 0.38 $ 18.989 
I 0.45 22.4a7 

$ 5.500 $ 33.000 
$ 4.000 $ 48.000 
$ 10,000 $ 10.000 
$ 50.000 $ 50,000 

Area Subtotal 

I 4.999.91 



~ 

Admlnlsfratlvs 
Administrative Offces 
StorageNaintenance Building 
Cistern 
Septic System 
Burglar Alarm 
Fencing 

Remove interior Stock Fence 
Security Fencing around Facilities 

Roadside 
Boundary 
Trail Directional 

Power 

Signs 

Utilities 

Equlpment 
Computers/Fax/Office Equipment 
Mountain Bike (for Patrol) 
Ail Terrain Vehicle ( A N )  
Spray-Rig for A N  
Maintenance Truck 
Pickup Truck 
Slip-On Spray-Rig for Truck 

Maintenance Tools 

Water Storage - 50K Gallon Bladder 
Water Storage - Pumpkin 
500 Gallon Fuel TanklPump 

.L Mower , 

, .. Biological MonitoringIRestoration Tools 

Planning and Design 
Site Layout and Design 

[lsting Base Funding: 
Shared Equipment Budget 

)w Funding: 

Notes 

Ind. In Visitor Clr. 
30x100 

$ 208.724 

Approx. 8 Miles 

Staff (Ongoing) 
Fire Engine Foreman (GS-5/6) 
Fire Fighten (Seasonal) (GSdl5) 

Every 1,000 Feet 

Cos1 rellecls cost/ 
to reflecl training. 

supplies and benels. 

10% of Construction 

Quantity Units CosVUnit cost 

1 
1 
1 
1 

42.240 
800 

6 
67 
9 

1 

8 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 

lump 
ea. 

lump 
lump 

1.1. 
1.1. 

ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

emp. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 
lump 
ea. 
ea. 
ea. 

lump 

350.000 $ 
18.000 $ 
25.000 $ 
3,000 5 

0.50 $ 
57 t 

650 $ 
15 $ 

500 $ 

25.000 $ 

2,200 $ 
800 f 

6,500 $ 
W O O  $ 
35,000 $ ' 
22,000 $ 
12,000 $ 
9.500. 16 

10,000 I 
15.000 $ 
15,000 .$ 
3,500 $ 

10,000 t 

431,221 $ 

100.000 (6 

350.000 
18,000 
25,000 
3,000 

21,120 
45,600 

3.900 
1.005 
4,500 

25,000 

17.600 
1,600 

13,000 
3,000 
35.000 
44.000 
12,000 
9,500 

10.000 
15,000 
15.000 
7,000 

20,000 

43J.221 

100.000 

Subtotal m 

202,700 

431 221 

100 ooc 

Total: Rertoratlon and lmplementarron 
Net Present Value of Restoratlon and Implementation over 15 Year Period 

Area Subtotal 

E i00.000 

b 5,099.915 
b 4.624.873 

Equipment 
Fire Cache (One-Time) 
Fire Engine (One Time) 

Staff Est. of Supplies $ 50.000 
$ 75,000 

1 FTE $ , 44,211 f 44,211 
1 FTE $ 39,514 $ 39,514 

$ 125,000 

$ 83.724 

I I I I 
Total: Fire Management $ 208.724 
Net Present Value of Fire Managment over 15 Year Period $ 1.051.07: 



species Lists 



Appendix 6: Species Lisfs 

ROCKY FLATS NWR WILDLIFE SPECIES LIST 

BIRDS 

Raptors 
American kestrel 
Bald eagle 
Barn owl 
Black vulture 
Broad-winged hawk 
Burrowing owl 
Cooper‘s hawk 
Ferruginous hawk 
Golden eagle 
Great horned owl 
Long-eared owl 
Merlin 
Northern goshawk 
Northern harrier 
Osprey 
Peregrine falcon 
Prairie falcon 
Red-tailed hawk 
Rough-legged hawk 
sharp-shinned hawk 
Short-eared owl 
Swainson’s hawk 
Turkey vulture 

Song birds 
American crow 
American goldfinch 
American pipit 
American redstart 
American robin 
American tree sparrow 
Ash-throated flycatcher 
Barn swallow 
Belted kingfisher 
Black swift 
Black-billed cuckoo 
Black-billed magpie 
Black-capped chickadee 
Black-headed grosbeak 
Black-throated 

gray warbler 
Blue grosbeak 
Blue jay 
Blue-gray gnatcatcher 
Blue-headed vireo 
Bohemian waxwing 
Brewer’s blackbird 
Brewer‘s suarrow 

Falco sparverius 
Haliaeetus leucoceplmlus 
Tyto a1 ba 
Coragyps atratus 
Buteo platypterus 
Athene cunicularia 
Accipiter cooperii 
Buteo regalis 
Aquila ctimjsaetos 
Bubo virginianus 
Asio otus 
Falco columbarizis 
Accipiter gentilis 
Circus cyanezu 
Pandion haliaetus 
Falco peregrin7u 
Falco nwxicanus 
Buteo jamaicensis 
Buteo lagopus 
Accipiter striatus 
Asio Jlammezis 
Buteo swainsoni 
Cathartes aura 

Corvus bmclcyrl~ynchos 
Carduelis tristis 
AntlLus rubescens 
Setoplmga ruticilla 
Turdus migratorius 
Spizella arborea 
Myiarclizls cinerascens 
Hirundo rustica 
Ceryle alcyon 
Cypseloides niger 
Coccyzus erytliroptlialmus 
Pica Imdsonia 
Poecile atricapilla 
Pheucticus elanoceplialzls 

Dendroica nigrescens 
Guiraca caerulea 
Cyanocitta cristata 
Polioptila cnerulea 
Vireo solitnrizis 
Bombycilla garrulus 
Eupliagus cyanocqlialus 
Svizella brezwri 

Broad-tailed hummingbird Selasphomls platycerczu 
Brown th ryhe r  Toxos tom mifiirn, 
Brown-headed cowbird Molotlirus ater 
Bullock’s oriole Icterus bullockii 

Cassin’s finch Carpodacus cassinii 
Cassin’s sparrow Aimoplda cassinii 
Chestnut-collaxedlongspur Calcarius m a t u s  
Chestnut-sided warbler 
Chipping sparrow 
Clay-colored sparrow 
Cliff swallow 
Common grackle 
Common nighthawk 
Common poorwill 
Common raven 
Common yellowthroat 
Cordilleran flycatcher 
Dark-eyed junco 
Downy woodpecker 
Eastern kingbird 
Eastern phoebe 
European starling 
Field sparrow 
Fox sparrow 
Golden-crowned kinglet 
Grasshopper sparrow 
Gray catbird 
Green-tailed towhee 
Hairy woodpecker 
Hermit thrush 
Horned lark 
House finch 
House sparrow 
House wren 
Lapland longspur 
Lark bunting 
Lark sparrow 
Lazuli bunting 
Lesser goldfinch 
Lincoln’s sparrow 
Loggerhead shrike 
MacGillivray’s warbler 
Marsh wren 
Mountain bluebird 
Mountain chickadee 
Mourning dove 
Northern flicker 
Northern mockingbird 
Northern shrike 
Orange-crowned warbler 
Ovenbird 
Palm warbler 
Pine siskin 
Red-breasted nuthatch 
Red-naped sapsucker 
Red-winged blackbird 
Rock sove 
Rock wren 
Ruby-crowned kinglet 

Dendroica pensljlvanica 
Spizella passerina 
Spizella pallida 
Petrochelidon p yrrhonota 
Quiscalus quiscula 
Cliordeiles minor 
Plialaenoptilus nuttallii 
Corvus corax 
Geotlilypis trichas 
Empidonax occidentalis 
Junco Iqjemalis canice 

Tyrannus tyran&s 
Picoides pubescens I .  

Sayomis phoebe 6 . I  

Stu+us..vulgaris . ,  .. . . 
Spizella pusilla . .  , 

PaBse?;ella illiaca 
Reguliis’satmpa * 
Ammodramzis savannarum 
Dumetella carolinensis 
Pipilo cIL1omLmLs 
Picoides villosus 
Catharus guttatus 
Eremopliila alpestris 
Carpodacus mexicanus 
Passer domesticus 
Troglodytes aedon 
Calcarius lapponicus 
Calarmspiza melanocmjs 
Chondestes grammacus 
Passerina amoena 
Carduelis psaltria 
Melospiza lincolnii 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Qvomais tolnaiei 
Cistothomis palustris 
Sialia cumicoides 
Pamis gambeii 
Zenaida macrozira 
Colaptes aumtzu 
Mimus polyglottus 
Lanius excubitor 
Vermivora celata 
Seiurus nurocapillus 
Dendroica palmarum 
Carduelis pinus 
Sitta canadensis 
Splqrapiczu nuclinlis 
Agelaius plioeniceus 
Colzinaba livia 
Salpinctes obsoletus 
Regulus calendula 



Rufous hummingbird Selasplwrus mLfus 
Sage thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus 
Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwiclmasis 
Say‘s phoebe Sayornis saya 
Snow bunting Plectroplmmx nivalis 
Song sparrow Melospiza melodia 
Spotted towhee Pipilo maculatus 
Swainson’s thrush Catliarus ustulatus 
Townsend‘s solitaire Myadestes towlzsendi 
Tree swallow Tachycineta bicolor 
Vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus 
Violet-green swallow Taclqcineta thalassina 
Virginia’s warbler 
Warbling vireo 
Western bluebird 
Western kingbird 

, Western meadowlark 
Western tanager 
Western wood-pewee 
White-breasted nuthatch 
White-crowned sparrow 
Willow flycatcher 
Wilson’s warbler 
Yellow warbler 
Yellow-breasted chat 
Yellow-headed blackbird 
Yellow-rumped warbler 

Vermivora virginiae 
Vireo gilvus 
Sialia mx icana  
Tyrannus verticalis 
Stumiella neglecta 
Piranga ludoviciana 
Contopus sordidzilzis 
Sitta carolinensis 
Zonotrichia lezicoptm~s 
Empidonax trailii 
Wilsonia pusilla 
Dendroica petechia 
Icteria virens 
Xantlwceplialzis xanthocephalus 
Dendroica coronata 

Upland Game 
Ring-necked pheasant Pliasianzls colctticiis 
Sharp-tailed grouse Tympanuclw pliasianellus 

Waterfowl and Shorebirds 
American bittern Botazirus lentiginoszis 
American coot Fzilica amm‘cana 
American white pelican Pelecanus erytl~rorliynchos 
American wigeon Anas americana 
Black-crowned night- 

Blue-winged teal Anas discors 
Bufflehead Bziceptiala albeola 
Canada goose Branta canadensis 
Canvasback Aythya valisinm’a 
Cinnamon teal Anas cyanoptera 
Common goldeneye Bzicepliala clangzila 
Common merganser Mergzis merganser 
Common snipe Gallinago gallinago 
Double-crested cormorant Piinlacrocorax aziritzls 
Eared grebe Podiceps nip‘collis 
Franklin’s gull Lams pipixcan 
Gadwall Anas strepera 
Great blue heron Ardea herodias 
Great egret Arden a1 ba 
Greater scaup Ayt lya  marila 
Greater yellowlegs Tmnga melanolezica 
Green-winged teal Anas crecca 
Hooded merganser Lopliodytes cziczillatzis 

heron Nycticorax nycticorax 

Killdeer 
Lesser scaup 
Lesser yellowlegs 
Long-billed curlew 
Mallard 
Northern pintail 
Northern shoveler 
Pectoral sandpiper 
Pied-billed grebe 
Redhead 
Ring-billed gull 
Ring-necked duck 
Ruddy duck 
Semipalmated plover 
Semipalmated sandpiper 
Snow goose 
Snowy egret 
Solitary sandpiper 
Sora 
Spotted sandpiper 
Virginiarail I 

Western grebe 
White-faced Ibis 
Willet 
Wilson’s phalarope 
Wood duck 

MAMMALS 
American black bear 
Big brown bat 
Black-tailed prairie dog 
Bobcat 
Common gray fox 
Common porcupine 
Coyote 
Deer mouse 
Desert cottontail 
Eastern fox squirrel 
Elk (Wapiti) 
Hispid pocket mouse 
Housemouse 
Long-tailed vole 
Masked shrew 
Meadow vole 
Merriam’s shrew - 
Mexican woodrat 
Mountain lion 
Mule deer 
Mule x White-tailed deer 

Muskrat 
Northern pocket gopher 
Olive-backed pocket moui 
Plains harvest mouse 
Plains pocket mouse 
Prairie vole 

Cllaradrius vocifienis 
Aythya affinis 
Tringa Jlavipes 
Numenizcs americanzls 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Anas acuta 
Anas clypeata 
Calidris melanotos 
Podilymtnis podiceps 
Ayt lqa  amricana 
L a m s  delawarensis 
AytlLya collaris 
Omjura jamaiceizsis 
Charadrius semipalmatus 
Calidris pusilla 
Chen caerulescens 
Egretta tlLzila 
Tringa solitaria 
Porzana Carolina 
Actitis macularia 
Rallzis limicola 
Aectwnophorus occidentalis 
Plegadis chihi 
Catoptropliorus semipalmatus 
Plialaropus tricolor 
A i x  sponsa 

Urszis amricanzls 
Eptesiczu fiisczis 
Cynomys ludovicianus 
Lynx  mLfZis 
Urocyon cinereoargentezls 
EretlLizon dorsatum 
Canis latrans 
Perornysczis maniciilatzis 
Sylvilagzis auduboiaii 
Sciumls niger 
Cervus elaplws 
CliaetodipzLs ILispidzu 
Mus mzlsculus 
Microtus longicazidzis 
Sorex cinereus 
Microtus pennsylvanicus 
Sorex merriami 
Neotoma mexicana 
Felis concolor 
Odocoilezls Imnionzis 
Odocoilezls henaionzis x 

Ondatra zibetlLiczis 
Tliomomys talpoides 

;e Perognatlms faseiatzis 
Reitlwodontonap montanzis 
Perognatlws jlavescens 
Microtzis ocltrogaster 

viryinianzis 
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A p p e ~ ~ i x  G: Species Lists 

Preble's meadow 
jumping mouse 

Raccoon 
Silky pocket mouse 
Striped skunk 
Thirteen-lined 

Chipmunk 
Western harvest mouse 
Western jumping mouse 
White-tailed deer 
White-tailed jackrabbit 

ground squirrel 

Zapus hudsonius preblei 
Procyon lotor 
Perognatttus flavus 
Mephitis m p h i t i s  

S p m o p l d u s  tridecemlineatus 
Eutamias spp. 
Reitltrodontomys megalotis 
Zapus rn'nceps 
Odocoileus wirginianus 
Lepus townsendii 

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 
Boreal chorus frog 
Bullfrog Rana catesbeiana 
Bullsnake Pituophis melanoleucus 
Eastern yellowbelly racer Coluber constrictor 
Great Plains toad Bujo cognatus 
Northern leopard frog Rana pipiens 
Prairie rattlesnake Crotalus wiridis 

Pseudacris triseriatus maculata 

OTHERS 

Red-sided garter snake 
Short-horned lizard 
Snapping turtle 
Tiger salamander 
Unidentified lizard 
Western painted turtle 
Western plains garter 

snake 

FISH 
Bluegill 
Creek chub 
Common shiner 
Fathead minnow 
Green sunfish 
Northern redbelly dace 
Largemouth bass 
Longnose dace 
Smallmouth bass 
Stoneroller 
White sucker 

Thamnophs sirtalis 
Phynosoma doziglassi 
Ctielydra serpentian 
Ambystoma tigrinum 

Chrysemys picta 

Thamnophis radix 

Lepornis macroctLirus 
Semotilus atromaculatus 
Luxilus cornutus 
Pimephales promelas 
Lepornis cyanellus 
Ptioxinus eos 
Micropterus salmoides 
Rhinickthys cataractae 
Micropterus dolomiewi 
Campostoma anomalurn 
Catostomus commersoni 

The following types invertebrate species have also been identified at  Rocky Flats: 
63 species of phytoplankton 
63 species of zooplankton 
197 macrobiotic invertebrates 
72 emergent insects 
688 terrestrial invertebrates 



ROCKY FLATS NWR PLANT SPECIES LIST 
Listed in alphabetical order by scientific name. 
State listed noxious weeds are marked with an *. 

GRASSES 
Jointed Goatgrass* 

Slender Wheatgrass 
Crested Wheatgrass 
Thickspike Wheatgrass 
Crested Wheatgrass 
Tall Wheatgrass 
Griffin’s Wheatgrass 
Intermediate 

Quackgrass * 
Western Wheatgrass 
Bluebunch Wheatgrass 
Ticklegrass 

Marsh Foxtail 
Big Bluestem 
Silver Bluestem 
Little Bluestem 
Italian Windgrass 
Forktip Threeawn 
Fendler Threeawn 
Red Threeawn 
Cultivated Oats 
Side-oats Grama 
Blue Grama 
Hairy Grama 
Rattlesnake Grass 
Smooth Brome 
Japanese Brome 
Downy Brome * 
Buffalo-grass 
Northern Reedgrass 
Field Sandbur 
Rescuegrass 
Bermuda Grass 
Orchardgrass 
Poverty Oatgrass 

Wheatgrass 

, .. . Redtop 

Aeqilops cylindrica 

Agropyron caninum 
Agropyron cristatum 
Agmpyron dasystactLyurn 
Agropyron desertomirn 
Agropyron elongaturn 
Agropyron gnfi’ttisii 

X Agrotiordeurn rnacounii 

Agropjroit intermedium 
Agropyron repens 
Agropjron srnithii 
Agropyron spicatuna 
Agrostis scabra 
Agrostis stolonifera 
Alopecumu geniculat& 
Androiogon gerardii 
Andropogon sacciiaroides 
Andropogon scoparius. 
Apera intemipta 
Aristida basiramea 
Aristida purpurea 
Aristida purpurea 
Avena fatua var. sativa 
Bouteloua curtipendula 
Bouteloua gracilis 
Bouteloua tiirsuta 
Bromus briziformis 
Bromzls inemnis 
Bromw japonicus 
Bromus teetorum 
Buchloe dactyloides 
Calarnagrostis stricta 
CenctLmls longispinus . 
Ceratoctiloa marginata 
Cynodon dactylon 
Dactylis glomerata 
Danttionia spicata 

Slimleaf Dichanthelium Dichantheli~m linearifolium 
Scribner Dichanthelium Dichanttielium oligosanthes 
Hairy Crabgrass Digitaria sanguinalis 
Inland Salt Grass Disticldis spicata 
Barnyard Grass Echinociiloa crusgallii. 
Canada Wild Rye Elymus canadensis 
Russian Wild Rye ElynazLs juncea 
Stinkgrass Eragrostis cilianensis 
Weeping Lovepass Eragrostis curuula 
Little Lovegrass Eragrostis minor 
India Lovegrass Eragrostis pilosa 
Sand Lovegrass Eragrostis trictiodes 
Six-weeks Fescue Festuca octoflom 
Sheep’s Fescue Festuca ovina 

Meadow Fescue 
Tall Mannagrass 
Fowl Mannagrass 
Meadow Barley 
Foxtail Barley 
Little Barley 
Junegrass 
Rice Cutgrass 
Italian Ryegrass 
Perennial Ryegrass 
Wolftail 
Scratchgrass 

. Mountain Muhly 
’ Marsh Muhly 

Spike Muhly 
, Indian Ricegrass 

Witchgrass 
Fall Panicum 
Switchgrass 
Reed Canarygrass 
Timothy 
Common Reed 
Bulbous Bluegrass 
Canby’s Bluegrass 
Canada Bluegrass 
Muttongrass 
Alkali Bluegrass 
Fowl Bluegrass 
Kentucky Bluegrass 
Rabbitfoot Grass 
Tumblegrass 
Rye 
Green Foxtail 
Squirreltail 
Indian-grass 
Prairie Cordgrass 
Prairie Wedgegrass 
Rough Dropseed 
Sand Dropseed 
Prairie Dropseed 
Poverty Grass 
Needle-and-thread 
New Mexico Feather 

Sleepy Grass 
Porcupine-grass 
Green Needlegrass 
Wheat 
Narrow-leaved Cattail 
Common Cattail 
Blue-eyed Grass 
Articulate Rush 
Baltic Rush 

. MUhlY 

Grass 

Festuca prateiasis 
Glyceria grandis 
G1ycm.a striata 
Hordeum brachyanttierum 
Hordeum jubatum 
Hordeum pusillurn 
Koeleria pyramidata 
Leersia oryzoides 
Loliurn perenne 
Loliurn pmenne 
Lycurus ptileoides 
Mutdenbergia asperifolia 
Muhlen bergiafil$mnis 
Mutilenbergia montana 
Mutilenbergia racemosa 
Mutilenbergia m’gtbtii 
Oryzopsis hymenoides 
Panicum capillare 
Panicum dictiotomiflonirn 
Panicum virgatum 
Ptialaris arundinacea 
Phleum pratense 
Ptwagmites australis 
Poa bulbosa 
Poa canbyi 
Poa compress 
Poa fendleriana 
Poa j u m f o l i a  

. .  

Poa palustris 
Poa pratensis 
Polypogon monspeliensis 
Sctiedonnardus paniczclatus. 
Secale cereale 
Setaria viridis 
Sitanion tiystrix 
Sorghnstmim nutans 
Spartina pectinata 
Sptienoptiolis o btusata. 
Sporobolus asper 
Sporobolus crgptandrus 
Sporobolus heterolepis 
Sporobolus neglectus 
Stipa comata 

Stipa neonzexicana 
Stipa robusta 
Stipa spartea 
Stipa viridula 
Triticum nestivum 
Typtia angzistifolia 
Typlia lat@olia 
Sis yrinckiuin montanum 
Juncus articulatus 
Juncus balticus 



Toad Rush 
Dudley Rush 
Swordleaf rush 
Inland Rush 
Longstyle rush 
Knotted Rush 
Torrey’s Rush 
Tracy Rush 
Spikerush 
Spikerush 
Spi kerush 
Blunt Spikerush 
Spikerush 
Bulrush 
Bulrush 
Pungent Bulrush 
Bulrush 
Slenderbeak sedge 
Golden sedge 
Bebssedge , 

Short-beaked sedge 
Douglas sedge 
Narrowleaf sedge 
Emory‘s sedge 
Threadleaf sedge 
Bottlebrush sedge 
Inland sedge 
Sun sedge 
Woolly sedge 
Nebraska sedge 
Grassyslope sedge 
Clustered field sedge 
Beaked sedge 
Broom sedge 
Analogue sedge 
Prickly sedge 
Fox Sedge 
Field Horsetail 
Smooth Horsetail 
Variegated Scouring 

Rush 

FORBS 
Yarrow 
False Dandelion 
Striate Agrimony 
American Water 

Plantain 
Wild Onion 
Geyer‘s Onion 
Wild White Onion 
Alder 
Pale Alyssum 
Alyssum 
Tumbleweed 
Prostrate Pigweed 
Rough Pigweed 
Common Ragweed 

Juncus bufonius 
Juncus dudleyi 
Juncus ensifolius 
Juncus interior 
Juncus longistylis 
Juncus rwdosus 
Juncus torreyi 
Juncus tracyi 
Eleoclmris acicularis 
Eleoclmris compressa 
Eleoclmris macrostachya 
Eleoclmris obtusa 
Eleoctmris parvula 
Scirpus acutus 
Scirpus pallidus 
Scirpuspungens , 

Scirpus validus 
Carex atlwostachya 
Carex aurea 
Carex bebbii 
Carex brevior 
Carex douglasii 
Carex eleockaris 
Carex emoryi 
Carex filifolia 
Carex hystericina 
Carex interior 
Carex inops ssp. helioplda 
Carex lanuginosa 
Carex nebrascensis 
Carex oreocharis 
Carex praegracilis 
Carex rostrata 
Carex scoparia 
Carex simulata 
Carex stipata 
Carex vulpinoidea 
Equisetum arvense 
Equisetum laevigatum 

Equisetum variegatum 

Achillea millefolium 
Agosen‘s glauca 
Agrimonia striata 

Alisma trivale 
Al l ium cernuum 
All ium geyeri 
Allium textile 
Alnus incana 
Alyssum alyssoides 
Alyssum minus 
Amaranthus a1 bus 
A m a r a n t h s  graedzans 
A m a r a n t h s  retroflextis 
Ambrosia artemisiifolia 

Western Ragweed Ambrosiapsilostachya 
Giant Ragweed Ambrosia triyida 
Robust Toothcup Ammania robusta 
False Indigo Amorpim fruticosa 
Western Rock Jasmine Androsace occidentalis 
Candle Anemone Anemone cylindrica 
Pasque-flower Anemone patens 
Pink Pussytoes Antennaria microphylls 
Pussytoes Antennaria parmifolia 
Dog Fennel Anthemis cotula 
Spreading Dogbane Apocynum androsaemifolium 
Hemp Dogbane Apocynum eannabinum 
Rock Cress Arabis fendleri 
Tower Mustard Arabis glabra 
Rock Cress Arabis hirsuta 
Burdock * Arctium minus 1 .  

Fendler’s Sandwort Arenaria fendleri “ 2 -  

Prickly Poppy Argemone polyanthemos 
Arnica Arnica fulgens 
Swamp Milkweed Asclepias incarnata 
Plains Milkweed Asclepias pumila 1 

Showy Milkweed Asclepias speciosa 
Narrow-leaved Milkweed Asclepias stenophylla 
Green Milkweed Asclepias viridiflora 
Asparagus Asparagus officinalis 
Madwort Asperugo procumbens 
Meadow Aster Aster campestris 
Aster Aster falcatus 
Fendler’s Aster Aster fendleri 
Panicled Aster Aster hesperius 
Smooth Blue Aster Aster laevis 
Aster Aster porteri 
Standing Milkvetch Astragalus adsurgens 
Field Milkvetch Astragalus agrestis 
Twegrooved Vetch Astragalus bisulcatus 
Canada Milk-vetch Astragalus canadensis 
Ground-plum Astragalus crassicarpus 
Drummond Milkvetch Astragalus drummondii 
Pliant Milkvetch Astragalus flexuosus 
Lotus Milk-Vetch Astragalus lotiflorus 
Parry’s Milkvetch Astragalus pamyi 
Short’s Milkvetch Astragalus shortianus 
Draba Milk-Vetch Astragalus spathulatus 
Foothill Milkvetch Astragalus tridactyliczLs 
Yellowrocket 

Water Parsnip Berula erecta 
Nodding Beggarticks Bidens cernua 
Beggar-ticks Bidens frondosa 
Water Stanvort Callitriehe verna 
Sego Lily Calocliortus gunnisonii 
Plains Yellow Primrose Calylophus semla tus  
Small-seeded False Flax Camelina microcarpa 
Harebell Cam>panul arotundqolia 
Shepherd’s Purse Capsella bursa-pastoris 
Lens-padded Hoary 

Cress Cardaria clialepensis 
Hoary Cress * Cardaria draba 
Musk Thistle * Carduus nutans 

Wintercress Barbarea vulgaris 



Orange Paintbrush 
Downy Paintbrush 
Diffuse Knapweed * 
Russian Knapweed * 
Yellow Star Thistle 
Prairie Chickweed 
Short-stalked 

Chickweed 
Common Mouse-Ear 
Coontail 
Lamb's Quarters 
Dark Goosefoot 
F'itseed Goosefoot 
Jerusalem Oak 
Desert goosefoot 
Fremont Goosefoot 
Goosefoot 
Ovens Goosefoot 
Blue Mustard 
Ox-eye Daisy 
Golden Aster 
Golden Aster I 

Common Chicory * 
Water Hemlock 
Canada Thistle * 
Flodman's Thistle 
Yellow Spine Thistle 
Wavyleaf Thistle 
Bull Thistle * 
Spring Beauty 
Rocky Mountain 

Beeplant 
I Blue Lips 

Collomia 
Bastard Toadflax 
Poison Hemlock * 
Community Campion 
Hare's-ear Mustard 
Horseweed 
Crown Vetch 
Nipple Cactus 
Hawksbeard 
Hawksbeard 
Miners Candle 
Dodder 
Hound's Tongue 
Taperleaf Flatsedge 
Fragile Fern 
White Prairie Clover 
Purple Prairie Clover 
Wild Carrot 
Blue Larkspur 
Prairie Larkspur 
Tansy Mustard 
Tansy Mustard 
Flixweed 
Shooting Star 
Yellow Whitlowort 
White Whitlowort 

Castilleja integra 
Castilleja sessiliflora. 
Centaurea diffusa 
Centaurea repens 
Centaurea solstitialis 
Cerastium armense 

Cerastiumbracleypodum 
Cerastium vulgatum 
Ceratopleyllum demersum 
Chenopodium a1 bum 
Chenopodium atrovirens 
Chenopodium berlandim' 
Chenopodium botrys 
Chenopodium dessicatum 
Chenopodium fremontii 
Chenopodium leptopleyllum 
Chenopodium overi 
Chorispora tenella 
Chrysanthemum leucan t lmum 
Cl~rysopsis fulcrata 
Clwysopsis villosa 
Cicleorium intybus 
Cicuta maculata 
Cirsium arvense 
Cirsium flodmanni 
Cirsium oclerocentrum 
Cirsium undulatum 
Cirsium vulgare 
Claytonia rosea 

Cleome serrulata 
Collinsia paruiflora 
Collomia linearis 
Comandra umbellata 
Conium maculatum 
Conosilene conica 
Conringia orientalis 
Conyza canadensis 
Coronilla varia 
Coryphantka missouriensis 
Crepis occidentalis 
Crepis runcinata 
Cryptantha virgata 
Cuscuta approximata 
Cynoglossum officinale 
Cyperus acuminatus 
Cystopteris fragilis 
Dalea candida 
Dalea purpurea 
Daucus carota 
Delphinium nuttalianum 
Delphinium virescens 
Descurainia pinnata 
Descurainia rickardsonii 
Descurainia sopleia 
Dodecatheon pulchellum 
Draba nemorosa 
Draba reptans 

Dragonhead 
Fetid Marigold 
Hedgehog Cactus 
Willow Herb 
Willow Herb 
Fleabane 
Fleabane 
Fleabane 
Fleabane 
Fleabane 
Oregon Fleabane 
Daisy Fleabane 
LaVeta Fleabane 
Winged Eriogonum 
Spreading Wild 

Buckwheat 
James' Wild 

Buckwheat 
Sulphur Flower , 

Filaria 
Western Wallflower 
Bushy Wallflower 
Toothed Spurge 
Fendler's Euphorbia 
Snow-on-the-Mountain 
Spurge 
Thyme-leaved Spurge 
Spurge 
Fumitory 
Blanket Flower 
Catchweed Bedstraw 
Northern Bedstraw 
Scarlet Gaura 
Velvety Gaura 
Yellow Avens 
Large-leaved Avens 
Northern Gentian 
Common Wild 

Geranium 
Gilia 
Wild Licorice 
Cotton-batting 
Hedge Hyssop 
Curly-top Gumweed 
Northern Green Orchid 
Large-flowered 

Stickseed 
Cutleaf Ironplant 
Whiskbroom Parsley 
Rough False 

Pennyroyal 
Common Sunflower 
Texas Blue Weed 
Maximilian Sunflower 
Nuttall's Sunflower 
Plains Sunflower 
Sunflower 
Stiff Sunflower 
Showy Goldeneye 

Dracocephalum paruafirum 
Dyssodia papposa 
Echinocereus viridiflorus 
Epilobium ciliatum 
Epilobium paniculatum 
Erigeron canw 
Erigeron compositus 
Erigeron divergens 
Erigeron flagel laris 
Erigeron pumilus 
Erigeron speciosa 
Erigeron strigosus 
Erigeron vetensis 
Eriogonum alatum 

Eriogonum e f fwum 

Eriogonum jarnesii 
Enogonum umbellatum 
Erodium cicutarium 
Erysimum capitatum 
Erysimum repandum 
Euphorbia dentata 
Euphorbia fendlm' 
Euphorbia marginata 
Euphorbia robusta 
Euphorbia serpyll@olia 
Euphorbia spathulata 
Fumaria vaillentii 
Gaallardia aristata 
Galium aparine 
Galium septentrionale 
Gaura coccinea 
Gaura pamiJlora 
Geum aleppicum 
Geum macropleyllum 
Gentiana affinis 

Geranium caespitosum 
G l i a  opthalmoides 
Glycyrrleiza lepidota 
Gnaptkalium cleilense 
Gratiola neglecta 
Grindelia squarrosa 
Habenaria hyperborea 

Hackelia floribunda 
Happlopappus spinulosus , 
Harbouria trachypleura 

Hedeoma Iiispidum 
Helianthus annuus 
Heliantleus ciliaris 
Helianthus maximilianii 
Helianthus nuttallii 
Heliant I~us petio laris 
Heliantlkus pumilus 
Helianthus rigidus 
Heliomem's multiflora 



Cow Parsnip Hemcleum sptiondylium 
Dame’s Rocket * Hesperis matronulis 
Alumroot H e u c t m  pawifolia 
Nodding Green Violet HybanttLus verticillatus 
Waterleaf HydmptLyllum f d l e r i  
H ymenopappus Hymenopappusfil@olius 
Greater St. John’s-wort Hypericum majus 
Common St. John’s- 

wort * 
Spike Gilia 
Western Blue Flag 
Poverty Weed 
Marsh Elder 
Kochia 
False Boneset 
False Boneset 
Blue Lettuce 
Prickly Lettuce 
Stickseed 
Purple Peavine 
Duckweed 
Field Peppergrass 
Peppergrass 
Bladderpod 
White Aster 
Mountain Lily 
Blazing Star 
Porter’s Lovage 
Mudwort 
Texas Toadflax 
Dalmatian Toadflax * 
Butter-and-eggs* 
Blue Flax 
Norton’s Flax 
Plains Flax 
Fog-fruit 
Puccoon 
Puccoon 
Great Lobelia 
Wild Parsley 
Birdfoot Trefoil 
Silvery Lupine 
American Bugleweed 
Rough Bugleweed 
Skeleton-weed 
Fringed Loostrife 
Winged Loosestrife 
Bigelovi’s Tansy Aster 
Hoary Aster 
Tanveed 
Common Mallow 
Common Horehound 
Black Medick 
Alfalfa 
White Sweetclover 
Yellow Sweetclover 
Field Mint 
Bluebells 
False Dandelion 

Hypericum pefloratum 
Ipomopsis sp’cata 
Iris missouriensis 
Iva axillaris 
Iva xanttiifolia 
KoctLia scoparia 
Kuhnia ctilorolepis 
KutLnia eupatorioides 
Lactuca oblongiyolia. 
Lactuca sem‘ola 
Lappula redowskii 
Lattiyrus eucosmus 
Lemna minor 
Lepidium campestre 
Lepidium densiflorum 
Lesquerella naontana 
Leucelene erkoides 
Leucom‘num montanum 
Liatris punctata 
Ligusticum porteri 
Limosella aqzuztica 
Linaria canadensis. 
Linaria dalmatica 
Linaria vulgaris 
Linum perenne 
Linum pmtense 
Linum puberulzina 
Lippia cwmfolia 
Littiospemzum incisum 
Litkospemzum multiflorum 
Lobelia siphilitica 
Lomatium orientale 
Lotus corniculatus 
Lupinus argenteus 
Lycopus americaiaus 
Lycopus asper 
Lygodesmia juncea 
Lysimactiia ciliata 
LyttLruna alatum 
Mactiaeranttiera bigelovii 
Maclineranttiera canescens 
Madia glomerata 
Malva neglecta 
Marmibium vulgare 
Medicago lupulina 
Medicago sativa 
Melilotus alba 
MelilotzLs officinalis 
Mentha arvensis 
Mertensia lanceolata 
Microsens cuspidata 

Monkey Flower 
Roundleaf Monkey- 

Hairy Four-O’clock 
Narrowleaf Four 

Wild Four-O’clock 
Wild Bergamot 
Spotted Bee-Balm 
Musineon 
Mousetail 
American Milfoil 
Watercress 
Navarretia 
Catnip 
Evening Primrose 
Yellow Stemless 

Common Evening 

Scotch Thistle * 
False Gromwell 

flower 

O’clock 

Evening Primrose 

Primrose 

Mimulus floribundz~s 

Mimulus glatrratus 
Mimbilis tLirsutu 

Mimbilis linearis 
Mimbilis nyctaginea 
Monarda fistulosa 
Monarda pectinata 
Musineon divaricatwn 
Myosurus minimus 
Myriopkyllum exal bescens. 
Nasturtium officinale 
Navarretia minima 
Nepeta cataria 
Oenottiera flava 

Oenottiera tiowardii 

Oenottiera villosa 
Onopordum acanthium 
Onosmodium molle 

Pale Evening Primrose Onottiera albicaulis 
Little Prickly Pear Opuntia fragilis 
Twistspine Prickly Pear Opuntia macrortiiza 
Plains Prickly Pear Opuntia polyacanttia 
Broomrape Or0 banctie fasciculata 
Sweet Cicely Osmortiiza chiliensis 
Anise Root Osmortiiza longistylis 
Gray-Green Wood 

Purple Locoweed Oxytropis lambertii 
Pennsylvania Pellitory Parietaria pensylvanica 
James’ Nailwort Paronychia jamesii 
Nipple Cactus Pediocactus simpsonii 
White Beardtongue Penstemon albidus 
Penstemon Penstemon secundiflorus 
Rocky Mountain 

Penstemon Penstemon strictus 
Slender Penstemon Penstemon wirens 
Penstemon Penstemon virgatus 
Scorpionweed Ptiacelia tLetemptiylla 
Clammy Ground cherry Physalis tieteroptLylla 
Prairie Ground Cherry Physalis pumila 
Virginia Ground Cherry Physalis virginiana 
Double Bladder-pod Physaria vitulifera 
Picradeniopsis Picradeniopsis oppositifolia 
Popcorn Flower Plagiobothnjs scouleri 
English Plantain Plantago lanceolata 
Common Plantain Plawtago major 
Patagonian Plantain Plantago patagonica. 
Clammy-weed Polansia dodecandra 
Knotweed Polygonum arenastruna. 
Wild Buckwheat Polygonum convolvulus. 
Knotweed Polygonum douglnsii 
Water Pepper Polygonum tiydropiper 
Pale Smartweed Polygowzim 1apattLifolium 
Pennsylvania Smartweed Polygomm pensylva?zicum 
Lady’s Thumb Polygonum persicaria 

Sorrel Oxalis dillenii. 



Knotweed 
Knotweed 
Common Purslane 
Leafy Pondweed 
Floatingleaf Pondweed 
Tall Cinquefoil 
Cinquefoil 
Cinquefoil 
Wooly Cinquefoil 
Norwegian Cinquefoil 
Bushy Cinquefoil 
Cinquefoil 
Hybrid Cinquefoil 

Cinquefoil 
Selfheal 
Wild Alfala 
Purple Ground Cherry 
Macoun’s Buttercup 
Cursed Crowfoot 
Hairy Leaf Buttercup 
Prairie Coneflower 
Bog Yellow Cress 
Goldenglow 
Sheep Sorrel 
Curly Dock 
Golden Dock 
Bitter Dock 
Willow Dock 
Common Arrowhead 
Russian-Thistle 
Lance-leaved Sage 
Bouncing Bet 
Diamondleaf Saxifrage 
False Salsify 
Figwort 
Britton’s Skullcap 
Stonecrop 
Spikemoss 
Groundsel 
Groundsel 
Prairie Ragwort 
Groundsel 
Groundsel 
White Checkermallow 
New Mexico 

C he ckmallow 
Sleepy Catchfly 
Campion 
White Campion 
Tumbling Mustard 
Spikenard 
Carrion Flower 
Buffalo Bur 

Polygonum ramosissimum 
Polygonum sawatcliense 
Portulaca oleracea 
Potamgeton foliosus 
Potamogeton natans 
Potentilla arguta 
Potentilla fissa 
Potentilla gracilis 
Potentilla ILippiana 
Potentilla norvegica 
Potentilla paradoxa 
Potentilla pensyluanica 
Potentilla pulclierrima x 

Potentilla riualis 
Prunella vulgaris 
Psoralea tenuiflora 
Quincula lobata 
Ranunculus macounii 
Ranunculus scleratus 
Ranunculus trichophyllus 
Ratibida columnifera 
Rorippa palustris 
Rudbeckia ampla 
Rumex acetosella 
Rumex crispus 
Rumex maritimus 
Rumex o btusifolius 
Rumex salicifolius. 
Sagittaria latifolia 
Salsola iberica 
Salvia reflexa 
Saponaria officinalis 
Saxifraga rliomoidea 
Scorzonera laciniata 
Scrophularia lanceolata 
Scutellaria brittonii 
Sedum lanceolatum 
Selaginella densa 
Senecio fendleri 
Senecio integerrimus 
Senecio plattensis 
Senecio spartioides 
Senecio tridenticulatus 
Sidalcea candida 

hippiam 

Sidalcea neomexicana 
Silene antirrhina 
Silene drummondii 
Silene pratensis 
Sisymbrium altissimum 
Smilacina stellata (L.) 
Smilax lierbacea 
Solanum rostratum 

Cut-leaved Nightshade Solanum triflorum 
Canada Goldenrod Solidago canadensis 
Late Goldenrod Solidago gigantea 
Prairie Goldenrod So lidago missouriensis 
Soft Goldenrod Solidago mollis 

Low Goldenrod Solidago nana 
Rigid Goldenrod Solidago rigida 
Field Sow Thistle Sonchus arvensis 
Prickly Sow Thistle Sonchus asper 
Sand Spuny Spergularia rubra 
Red False Mallow Sphaeralcea coccinea 
Hedge Nettle Stachys palustris 
Long-leaved Stitchwort Stellaria longijiolia 
Wire Lettuce 
Green Gentian 
Prairie Fameflower 
Red Seeded Dandelion 
Dandelion 
Purple Meadow Rue 
Greenthread 
Golden Banner 

Field Penny Cress 
Easter Daisy 
EasteraDaisy 
Spiderwort 
Noseburn 
Goat’s Beard 
Salsify 
Alsike Clover 
Red Clover 
White Clover 
Venus’ Looking Glass 
Venus Looking Glass 
Stinging Nettle 
Cow Cockle 
Moth Mullein * 
Common Mullein * 
Prostrate Vervain 
Blue Vervain 
Golden Crownbeard 
Brooklime Speedwell 
Water Speedwell 
Catenate Ironweed 
Purslane Speedwell 
American Vetch 
Yellow Prairie Violet 
Rydberg‘s Violet 
Colorado Violet 
Northern Bog Violet 
Cocklebur 
Death Camass 

Stephanomeria pauciflora 
Swertia radiata 
Talinum parmajlorum 
Taraxacum laevigatum 
Taraxacum officinale 
Thalictrum dasycarpum 
T h e l e s p m a  megapotanicum 
Thewnopsis rlmmirifolia uar. 

’diuaricarpa 
Tldaspi armense 
Townsendia grandiflora 
Townsendia hookeri 
Tradescantia occidentalis 
Tragia mmosa 
Tragopogon dubius 
Tragopogon pomifolius 
Trifolium hybridum 
Trifolium pratense 
Trifolium repens 
Triodanis leptocarpa 
Triodanis perfoliata 
Urtica dioica 
Vaccaria pyramidata 
Verbascum 61 at t aria 
Verbascum thapsus 
Verbena bracteata 
Verbena hastata 
Verbesina encelioides 
Veronica americana 
Veronica anagal lis-aquutica 
Veronica catentata 
Veronica peregrina 
Vicia americana 
Viola nuttallii 
Viola rydbergii 
Viola scopulorum 
Viola sorm‘a 
Xanthium strumarium 
Zigadenus uenenosus 

Saskatoon Service-benyAmelanclLier alnifolia 
Dwarf Wild Indigo Amorpha nana 
Western Sagewort Artemisia campestris 
Silky Wormwood Artemisia dracunculus 
Silver Sage Artemisia frigida 
White Sage Artemisia ludoviciana 
Four-winged Saltbush Atriplex canescens 
Oregon Grape Berberis repens 
Buckbrush CeanotlLus fendleri 



New Jersey Tea 
Greenplume 

Rabbitbrush 
Rubber Rabbitbrush 
Hawthorne 
Hawthorn 
Snakeweed 
Common Juniper 
Mountain Ninebark 
Ninebark 
Wild Plum 
Sand Cherry 
Chokecherry 

Fragrant Sumac 
Golden Currant 
Western Red Currant 
Common Gooseberry 
Prickly Wild Rose 
Prairie Wild Rose 
Western Wild Rose 
Boulder Raspberry 
Raspberry 
Coyote Willow 
Sandbar Willow 
Bluestem willow 
Yellow' Willow 
Burnet 
Mountain Ash 
Western Snowberry 
Snowberry 
Salt Cedar * 
Highbush Cranberry 
Yucca 

Apple 

Ceanothus herbaceus 

Clwysotlmmnus nauseosus 
Clwysotlmmnus nauseosus 
Crataegus eytlwopoda 
Crataegus succulenta 
Gutierrezia sarotlme 
Juniperus communis 
Physocarpus monogynus 
P l y  socarpus opulifolius 
Prunus americana 
Prunus pumila 
Pruniis virginiam 
Pyrus malus 
R l w  arornatica 
Ribes aurewm 
Ribes cereum 
Ribes inerme 
Rosa acicularis 
Rosa arkansana 
Rosa zvoodsii 
Rubus deliciosus . 
Rubus idaeus 
Salix exigua 
Salix exigua 
Salix i m r a t a  
Salix lutea 
Saiaguisorba minor 
Sorbus scopulina 
Syrnphm'caqws occidentalis 
Symphm'carpos oreopldzu 
Tamarix ramosissima 
Viburnum opulus 
Yucca glauca 

TREES 
Mountain Maple 
Box-elder 
Norway Maple 
Water Birch 
Russian Olive * 
Green Ash 
Rocky Mountain 

Juniper 
Blue Spruce 
Ponderosa Pine 
Silver Poplar 
Narrow-leaved 

Cottonwood 
Plains Cottonwood 
Lanceleaf Cottonwood 
Douglas-Fir 
Black Locust 
Peach-leaf Willow 
Crack Willow 
Siberian Elm 

VINES 
Hedge Bindweed 
Hedge Bindweed 
Hairy Clematis 
Western Clematis 
Field Bindweed * 
Evolvulus 
Common Hops 
Poison Ivy 
Puncture Vine 
River-bank Grape 

Acer glabrum 
Acer negundo 
Acer platam'des 
Betula occidentalis 
Elwagnus angustifolia 
Fraxinus pennsylvania 

Juniperus scopulorum 
Picea pungens 
Pinus ponderosa 
Populus a1 ba 

Populus angustifolia 
Populus deltoides 
Populus x acuminata 
Pseudotsuga menziesii 
Robinia pseudoracacia 
Salix amygdaloides 
Salix fragilis 
Ulmus pumila 

Calystegia macouni 
Calystegia sepium 
Clematis ILirsutissima 
Clematis ligusticifolia 
Convolvulus arvensis 
Evolvulus nuttallianus 
Humulus lupulus 
Toxicodeizdron mjdbergii 
Tribulus terrestris 
Vitis riparia 

OTHERS 
The following types plants have also been identified at Rocky Flats: 

15 mosses 
24 lichens 
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107, 108, 110, 112, 114, 115, 117, 119, 124, 125, 
126, 132, 133, 137, 138, 141, 142, 149, 152, 153, 

T 

51,123,140,171-173,178,184,197 

155, 156, 157, 159, 164, 166, 168, 169, 171, 172, 
174, 175, 178, 179, 180, 182, 183, 184, 185, 193, 
194,197 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement: xiii, S3, 3, 
235 

Safety: S4, S5, S7, S9, 7, 10, 13, 14, 20, 28, 38, 
42, 44, 51, 52, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64, 65, 66, 71, 72, 
76, 105, 147, 149, 150, 151, 152, 165, 176, 179, 
180,182, 185, 194, 235, 271, 272 
Scoping: S7, 7-10, 14, 17-18, 28, 81, 140, 221- 
223, 235 
Seasonal closures: 35,175, 235 
Sharp-tailed grouse: S9, 27-28, 37, 44, 50-51, 

Signage: S4, 20-21, 29-31, 33, 35, 52, 54, 57-58, 

Significant issues: 8-9, 17-18, 223, 235 
Social trail: 236 
Soils: 11-12, 17, 48, 103, 105-106, 111, 115, 

Step-down management plan: 6, 14, 236 
Stream crossing: 33, 155, 235 

123, 126, 140-141, 171-173, 178, 196 

60-62, 64-65, 70-72, 151, 181, 184, 234 

123, 126, 148-152, 158, 195, 198, 216, 231 

Tall upland shrubland: S6, 39, 103, 110-111, 
114,117,123,127, 159 
Threatened species: S6, 29, 39, 48, 119, 126, 
236, 271 
Traffic: 131, 139-141, 175, 177, 182-183, 193, 
196,200 
Trail impacts: S10 
Trailheads: S4, S7, 18, 30, 31, 33, 35, 36, 61, 
64,134, 165,182,183,194,236 
Trails: S7, S8, S10, 18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 30, 
31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 40, 45, 47, 52, 53, 55, 60, 
61, 62, 68, 70, 71, 76, 79, 80, 134, 136, 137, 138, 
140, 142, 150, 151, 153, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 
164, 165, 169, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181, 
182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 194, 195, 196, 
197,199, 222, 223, 226, 231, 233, 234,235, 236 
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Utilities: 73, 76, 79, 105, 110, 129-130, 132 

Vauxmont: 76, 79-80,134,137,186,188, 190 
Vegetation communities: S6, S10, 17, 103, 110, 
111, 127, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 164, 
165,166,167, 173 
Visitor center: S8, 19, 21, 30-31, 34, 36, 38, 53, 

Visitor contact station: S7, 18, 20, 33, 36, 38, 
53, 61, 70, 151, 187, 236 
Visitor use: S3, S7, S9, 4, 13, 18, 31, 51, 52, 54, 
55, 56, 62, 68, 70, 71, 75, 105, 150, 151, 153, 
164,165,173, 174,179,184,185,188,199 
Visual resources: 138-1 39, 185-1 87, 190, 195, 
199 
Volunteers: 20-21, 30-31, 33-34, 38, 55, 63, 67- 
68, 70, 184 

57, 62-63, 70-71, 74, 182,223,236 

Walnut Creek: 50, 79, 105, 107, 110, 119, 124- 

Water rights: 79, 132-133, 140, 223 
Weed management: S9, S10, 26, 27, 37, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 44, 46, 49, 60, 75, 112, 148, 155, 156, 

126, 138-139, 152-153, 175, 179, 183, 193 

157, 158, 166, 167, 168, 169, 173, 177, 178, 180, 
184,185,193,233 
Wetland: S5, S10, 7, 26, 33, 40, 50, 51, 52, 111, 
112, 114, 123, 127, 137, 152, 154, 155, 156, 159, 
164, 178,179, 191,194, 233, 271 
Wildlife and Habitat Management: S5S8S9, 
7, 19, 26, 37, 39, 42, 147, 148, 152, 154, 167, 
177, 180,184,185,188,194 
Wildlife corridor: 193 
Wildlife-dependent public use: S7, 5, 18, 20, 
31,184 
Woman Creek: S6, 33, 35, 50, 53,72,105,107- 
108, 110, 114-115, 119, 124-127, 132, 134, 150,. 
152-153, 164, 166, 175, 179-180, 183, 193 
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Xeric tallgrass: S3, S4, S5,,S6; S9, 6, 'I, 17, 26, 
29, 33, 37, 41, 42, 45, 46,'49, 51,'52, 75, 110, 
111, 112, 115, 117, 127, 147, 148, 154, 155, 156, 
158, 159, 164, 165, 166, 168, 171, 178, 183, 184, 
185,194 
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1. Introduction 

This document is Appendix H to the Final Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCPEIS). This document includes the 
following components: 

Copies of written comments from agencies, businesses, and organizations, with responses 
to those comments 
A summary of comments from individuals, and responses to individual comments 
A summary of petitions and form letters received . . I  . . .:. . .,. . .  

'I 

. .  
: .  .:. 1 .  . . . ~ . '  \ . , *  . _  ., . ..; . . .  . Transcripts of the public hearing testimony 

, .  . . .  , , 

. .  The Drzift Rocky Flats National Wildlife'Refuge CCPEIS was released to the public for a 45-day.. ' .' :' ' '' ' 

comment period.on February 19,2004. In  addition, the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) I.. . ' .  ' .: : 

public input on the proposed rehabilitation plan and alternatives. The Service received over 5,000 
comments through public hearing testimony, letters, emails. Comments came from 251 individuals 
and 34 agencies or organizations. The Service also heard from 933 people through form letters and 
petitions. This Appendix addresses the substantive comments. Comments, as defined by NEPA 
compliance guidelines, are considered substantive if they: 

Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the document 
Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
Present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the environmental impact 
statement 
Cause changes or revisions in the proposal 

.: ' 

. .  . .  
' , - , : ,  .. held a series of four public hearings in Westminster, Boulder, Arvada, and Broomfield to allow .'. 1 ' -  ' , I  

. 

Comments and responses are divided into two sections. The first section includes copies of the 
substantive comments made by government agencies, organizations, and businesses. Beside each 
reproduced letter is the numbered response of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
corresponding to each specific comment. 

The second part of the response to comments includes a summary of the comments made by the 
general public or other entities. Many of the comments made by the public were similar to the 
range of issues and concerns that are addressed in the first section. Rather than print every letter 
from individuals, the Service has summarized the main topics of the comments received and has 
responded to the comment topics that are substantive. All public comments and hearing testimony 
will be available for review at the Front Range Community College Library, Rocky Flats Reading 
Room or at  the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge Visitor Center on weekends. 
Where appropriate, the text of the Final CCPEIS has been revised to address comments. 

, 
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2. Agency, Business, and Organization 
Comments 

1. U.S. Department of Energy 
2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
3. Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4. Colorado Division of Wildlife 
5. Colorado DepaAment of Transportation 

7. Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 

. I  . 

. .  
. .  . .  '. ' 6. Colorado Department of Agriculture - State Weed Program 

. .  . .  . .  

. .  
~ 8. CityofArvada ' . . , ' 

. .  '. ' 9. City of Boulder -.City Council 

. .. . , ../ I .  

. .  

. 
, . a ,  ' 

10. City of Boulder - Open Space and Mountain Parks 
11. ,City and County of Broomfield 
12. City of Westminster ' 

13. Town of Superior 
14. Boulder County Commissioners 
15. Boulder County Parks and Open Space 
16. Jefferson County 
17. City of Golden - Mayor's office 
18. City of Golden - City Manager 
19. Woman Creek Reservoir Authority 
20. Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 
21. Boulder Area Trails Coalition 
22. Boulder County Horse Association 
23. Church Ranch 
24. Colorado Wildlife Federation 
25. League of Women Voters - Jefferson County 
26. National Wildlife Federation 
27. Plan Jeffco 
28. Prairie Preservation Alliance 
29. Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board 
30. Rocky Flats Cold War Museum 
31. Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
32. Sierra Club 

.. 

~ 33. Wheelin' Sportsmen 
I 34. Wildlife Management Institute 

I 2 Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

~~~~ 



Letter #l Comment 
# 

1-1 

1 -2 

Response 

1-1. Thank you for your comments. 

1-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. 

. ._ . .  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 3 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



Letter #2 

2-1 

2 -2 

$ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 8 

999 18'" STREET . SUITE 3W 
DENVER. CO 802022468 

Phcnc 800 2276917 
http l lww epr govJtcgmn08 

APA 2 5 2B9S 

Kef EPK-3 

1-auric Shannon 
Planning ' I tam I .eader 
Kncky Flats Sationel \Vildliie Refuge 
Conqirehciisiw Conwwaiion f9an 
U.S. Fish snd Wildlife Service 
Rocky Aloiintain Arsenal- Uuilding I21 
Coinrnerce City, Colorado 80022 

I>w bls. Shartnon; 

Response 

2-1. .Thank you for your comments. 

2-2. Thank you for your comments. 

I 
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Letter #2 continued 

2-3 

2-4 

5 

For future adtruiiistrarion orthe NWR, the FWS pioyoses IO gwvenr recreation nnrl 
ecological resioratior: activiiirr while promoting and presewing wildlife habitat. The action 
alternatives each uphold the pritidplrs ofthc Rchige ACI while allowvi:i$ For va ry iq  intensities of 
potentially cornpatiblr recreation activities. Altemativc A i s  the "no action" altei.wtive and 
iiiclurfcs only the corriiriued i!nplc~nen:atioir o?thC I h k  Crwk K u w w  integrated S'alural 
Kczouire .\lanaymcnr t'lm. Aliernotive 13 he propoxd action and nnelyzes the activities !hat 
balance wildlife hsbirat etktiwwess with p c usc, Aiwnativr C myhasizes ecological 
ratoralion and ini1edc.s oely Iiniitcd public BCCC\S. and t\ltcmatir.e 1) focuscs o n  :I gcatL7 
intensity uf\\~ildlifc.deperi~l~nt public aciivities. 

Thc D f X  adeqwttely i'.na:yzus nl;:ny ofthe inulii-use prcrsurci and nianagment actions 
within the jurisdictional boundaries of ihc Kefuye tha: could threaten or enhance rhe K e f ~ ~ e ' s  
"\ri!dlife-first" ntission. The I>EIS considcis rccrra!ion aad rcsourccc trianagentcnt tl~at would not 
:vraribute tu  the drpadation oiecosystein proccsscs, ineludinp eKorts tu rniriirniir the risk of 
riosious and invasive \wed cstnhlislrncn~ and sprcad. 'l'lic UElS alss dearly identifies most 
poten:ial inrpacts froin the propmed grave! niinrng operations wirliin thc Rocky Flats DOE 
boundary arid identilies tlie incompatibility ofrhcic operarions with successful IWS Refuge 
iiiannyecncnt I 

While the IIfSIS t!oes an txcellza! job anslyins ihc possible irl;tnagenient actioni o n  thc 
lands that  will be directly under FN'S jurisdiction, the DElS docs not adequately discnsz the 
cumulative anaipis area and thc potential pressures that may he outside o C F M  juriscliction hut 
may significmtly affect the ability to attain Refuge ecological goals. Spcciiically. tlieie nctivitics 
i:tc!ude rcstn:allctrr and maintcrtnnce nC rhe 1X)E retriinud iwds,  transportation corridor 
dcwtiopment. popitlation yuw\th in Itre a m  and c ~ ~ e l  reining. While \ve recognize t!nt FWS 
:nay have little control in decisions that are rnadr regixdins djacvnt  aciivitics. the iise atid 
riianagenieirt of ad-iaceitt lands can adversely etlict tlie SWK's mission and should be disclosed i!i 
the contest orthe fesjourccs the Kch:gc in$etids to jrrotec:. This airalysrs ir irrrpor~ant t a  irtfbrm 
citizens. local governnrents, and govmiincnc agenzie.s oigenttal Kcfti~e needs atid help each 
pany t o  integrate ilirir planning processes where possible. Thrw sufges!ions are tbnher 
described i n  the endosed Detailed Corninen!; a i d  l a i y l y  parallel the irtairr topics ol'diccussion at 
tlic r\pril 2 1 iiiefiing 

Uuset! urr !hc piocedures EPA uses 10 cvalunte lire potential elfccss of proposed actions 
and ihc adcyuacy of the informmion in the IXIS. tlic Proposed Actions idcn:iiied by the DElS !'or 
the Roc+ l;km AWR CY,'/' analysis will 1.c listed in the I'ederol Hcclster in the ca:cgory [IC-2. 
"Enviranmcntal Conrertis- Seeds I:iforrna:ion." T h i s  rating me~irs  hat, without :!dditionrrl 
discussion of environmental iitrpocls from e 
Itcfuge wvill be dinicult to control, avoid of 
information regarding potential indirect inipazts uf the pmposcd developrncnt of tlic. 
!ransponation corridor, idenrib fe;l&le miti@ion mcesttteS io olfse: ;lrnse impacts. and include 
Ginhcr disci:ssion oi'dic DOE re!;iined a m  in teims nf  weed dispersal arrd projected tirial 
contaminah levcls. \!'e have cncloscd a scmii:ary oTliP~\'s rating criteria atid definitions. 

rlie potentially large impacts 10 ilic 
IS should include additional 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

2-3. Thank you for your comments. 

2-4. The appropriate sections have been revised in the FEIS to better 
describe the DOE retained area, issues related to an adjacent 
transportation corridor, regional population growth, and gravel 
mining. Responses to comments 2-7 through 2-15 discuss these 
issues in greater detail. 

2-5. See response to comment 2-4. 

. .  

._ 

I .  

I i 

I .  



Comment 7 ~ ~~~ 

Letter #2 continued 

W e  have found that NEPA can b r a  poweriiil tool to conlicci and inform local processes 
3nd decisions. The IXlS otten refers to t W S ' s  desire to engage in partnerships with adjacent 
land tfsers, find we eirnestly support these rffons. ..\sa composite analysis of the proposed 
pioject in the landscape. this LIEIS should disclose ell aveileblc iii!%irrtation arid artdcipated 
requirements to facilitate such discussions and to guide fiiturc decisions towzrd protection of 
Refuge fuiictions. We would be happy to participate arid assist with lhcss enbnr. 

We appreciate lhat the FWS has taken the time to dirciiss these cvncerns with us. Ifthcre 
are any ,dditionnI questions obout these issirrs or you wquld like funhcr assistance incorporating 
this information into the projcut, please call itir at 303-3 12-CiIQ.1 orrlriiy Rerg..tulir a! 
3OS312-6M7. 

EC: lZaiiiel hfiller, State of Odorndi> 
Steven Gunderson, CDPHE 
Kcprcsenlative Mark ljdall 
JOC I.esarc. IIOC 
Sroen Sherman. CUOI Region 6 

, 

3 

Response 

2-6. The FElS discloses the cumulative effects of all reasonably 
foreseeable activities on the Refuge. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 6 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



Comment # I Letter #2 continued 

2-7 

2 -8 

2 -9 

2-1 0 

As stated in EPA's scoping coninwss (June I &  2003). "in order for the F\VS to protect 
:he vision ol'the NVWK. it will be esseittid to carcfiilly niinage any activities that could contribute 
!o tlic degradation of itiicrnal and es:crnJ wilJJili corridors, ecosystem processes (imluding 
important natural disturbmces such JS fire), arid increarruf r i l l  oftmiour and invasive weed 
canblirhnicnt and spre:id." S~ewusc ecoaptem processes occur over landscapes irrcspezlive of 
jurisdictional botm(laries. it will be inipossihlit to iiwilage sucb processcs in isolatinn. Atteinpting 
to do so could result in rcndcriiig efliorts io rstablish a furtctional ecosystem espensive and 
porentiiiily. rot i fe 

EPA's review of the  DEIS fcund !he primary uvakncss i s  tlie lack of anaksis and 
discussion of the polenrial for adjacent actions nod hi:d uses to adversely an'en the ability of I& 
Refuse t o  meet its ecological goals and objectives. The nwrt significant adjacent ncdvities 
includc rhc DOE-retiind laird following clcanup, gravel niininy opcnttions, ~ h c  likely 
transpamiinn infrastwcturc dcvelopntcnt {i.e Northwest Corridor or Indkana Street cspansioii), 
arid the population gro\\ih txpected in !lie surrounding area Our concertis arc similar wiih each 
of these activitie. 

A~h-:\Ww I+giv'irhat 
* Due io thc subarban atniosptrerc, aiiticipatetl recrva:ion artd adjacent land vs,  

weed migrntion i s  likely 10 hecomc P significant iiiarirgentciit issue. The OElS 
s!iould recommend \wed aiiigarion i i iewncs (ik. pieveniion, control, and native 
species guidance) specific ro adjxent lands that could increase the clrance the 
Kefuy will mnintnin low -mvd populations and drsirctl rrologiwl functions. 

The UElS shocld nlso discuss thc iisk that adjacenr properties, including the I>OE- 
retained lands and dis:urhed soil tbcrein, could become an epiccn!:r for \veed 
migration. 'lbr UHS sliauld disclose the potentially sigiilhcsnf economic and 
ecological impact to the Kctiuge from Ilaving weed hor spots on DOE or othrr 
itdjacei:: lands Foi rxljocent proprrties. the 1)EIS should alsu iecornineiid 
vegetaticrs and soil management prnctices. including suggcstcd qumtita1ivc 
staitdards for native wegemion ani knits Tor nosiuus species :hat could rcdticc the 
likclihyd of impacts io :he Xefugc if irnplernertted. 

* 

l~~~E-ltl!r<lrrrnl I.crIi<fs 
* Sinsc the R c & p  will fully surround the I)#E-r&ned deanup lands, [lie OBIS 

should include enviior.iiicntal irtli2:mstiun assncinted witti the 1)QC psrccl. EYt\ is 
ultiinntcly responsible for cenicing cleanup and closure that will insure acceptable 
Icvcls of risk associated with haz:~rdons materials end establish pe: forinatice 
criteria to insure S u C W s S h t  revcgelxion ofthe DOE-retaiiied parcel. Ilowever. 

ceptul~lc. risk to Kefugc worker..i, visitors and 
nent of native vegtation. prohibitioii alnasious 

Response 

2-7. Specific responses to these concerns are addressed in response 
to comments 2-8 through 2- 15. 

2-8. Adjacent properties are subject to state and county weed laws. 
The Service will continue to work with adjacent property owners and 
local governments to minimize $e establishment and spread of 
noxious weeds. 

2-9. DOE has had an on-going weed management program to control 
noxious weeds. Weed management in the DOE retained area will be 
addressed in the final cleanup plans. The Service will continue to 
work with the DOE, EPA and CDPHE (RFCA parties) to ensure post- 
cleanup revegetation plans will minimize the establishment and 
spread of noxious weeds. The potential cumulative effects of weeds 
from DOE retained land on the Refige are discussed in the 
Cumulative Impacts section of Chapter 4. 

2-10. The FEIS was revised to include a discussion about issues 
related to residual contamination and the DOE retained area (Section 
1.8). In the DEIS, the Service and DOE indicated their goal was that 
the demarcation between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be 
"seamless" with few obvious visual differences. Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a barbed- 
wire agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks with appropriate 
signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any 
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands 
would be closed to public access. Such a fence would not adversely 
affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be 
visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these recommendations 
to the RFCA parties. With regard to specific habitat and weed 
management recommendations, see response to comment 2-9. 

. . .  . _ .  . , .  , 
. .. - . :.,. . . .  

. .  

. > & !  . , 
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Comment 
# Letter #2 continued 

2-1 1 

2-12 

2-1 3 

weeds) and cxpnred insikutionsl mnttal, (c.g., unobtntivc renci-g design) 
associated with closure ofthe contaminated area should tr discdssed to cleclrly 
txtatilish liow potential impacts from the lands adjacent to thc Kefu~e are cspested 
to be miuiayed. Please disclosc the cspcctcd pidelines that have bcm established 
in ortler i o  meet the objeciives afthe Kcfuig and to rneet the goals fo: csrablishiny 
a"seam!ess propeny" (IEIS p. I: s 4). 

I'iiftwiol 7rmrspwtiitiirtr Cwridtir Ih - The DEIS should desc ly direct, indirect. and cutnula 
building transportdoti infrastnicture in the area surroundins R o  
specifically including thc development ofthe casement corridor along the Easl 
d g c  o f  tlie Kefuge. which i5  a reasonably lto:esce;lble action. Impocts io  the 
Refuge could include h a f i a t  loss, loss of habitat conr:eaivity~ dircct or indirect 
tiictrtrlity, avoidance bchatior. competition witli incrcnscd non-native plam and 
animls, noise, and loss ofnight security io street fig,hting. I t  is tlicrefore 
iniponant the FEIS rccomiiicnd mitigxticvi nimstirw that would prevnit [it rcdtice 
likely dvitrsc impacts fron hiyhmy or rwd  dcvelupment to the Refuse and its 
wologisal Rinction. This EIS is an oppnnuniiy to discuss the standards and 
practices that would a s w e  the Refuge could continue 10 fimction oprininlly as the 
airrounding area develops. Such praaicci could include: dweloprncnt alterations 
such as restricted or aiiglcd lighting, noise wolls. crcaiirlg or obstnicting wild!ife 
migration corridors across roadways. undcr- or overpasscs. interchange ploccnien!, 
and storni water best marragenrent praciices. efc.. 

Siriiilarfy. EPA did no: find art analysis it1 [tic I3111S of the potctitial efi'ects to 
refiigc cuhgical fiinclioti from existing LIdjdcetit 11 anrpol Intion corridors 
(Hwy 93. 128. 72 arid Indiana SI ). lrthcte an: actions or rnanagcment practices - 
such es thaw su&estect in our previous coniment - that could reduce the impact 
of these roads to Rcruge fcncrionr snd \dues. they should be ideniificd in the 
I'EIS to inform future decisions regarding the niaintenarice and eiihanccmoir of 
thcse routes. 

* 

A r m  (.;mirth I~'ro;caiott+.' C,~trnrr~I~ai~r fi&cr.s 
* Since substantial populndo:~ growth and dwelopmea I s  projected for the nreo 

neighboritig the Rdiu&e (sw DRCOG projections). wc recommend the DBIS 
disclose potential impacts of these changes to maintaitiirig wi!dlife and othn 
Kcfup functions. Such impacLs could inchde: utfavorable iiitciuctions betwen 
resident prcdatats anti donicstic anirnals: incrcascti popularily arid associa:ed 
degradation of the SWR: incrcascd uiltllife isolation. decreased niiibiiity io  
adjncent opeii sp3ct. changes t o  watcr quality and air quality. We suucst  these 
impacts be addressed in the urban dcvelopment discusions. Ayairi, panicipatinp in 
open discussions wi:h neiyhboring pnnners during local planning pwcesses wiil 
help thesc inipacis to bc universally undernood and potcniially oi:jei. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

2-11. The Service believes under NEPA that the cumulative effects 
of reasonably foreseeable activities when combined with the 
proposed action must be disclosed. The Service believes some 
transportation improvements in the area surrounding Rocky Flats is a 
reasonably foreseeable activity, but the location of any particular 
transportation improvement, such as along the east edge of the 
Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. 

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make recommen- 
dations'for the identification of any land that DOE could make 
available for transportation improvements. The FEIS was revised to 
include a new Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge lands 
within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet 
wide. The new section also describes recommended mitigation 
measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge related 
to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 
128, and Highway 93. 

2-12. The effects of existing adjacent transportation corridors 
surrounding Rocky Flats are disclosed as part of the affected 
environment. 

2-13. Urban growth and development was identified in the DEIS and 
FEIS as a reasonably foreseeable activity. Much of the land 
surrounding the Refuge is open space and will not host any urban 
growth and development (see Figure 11). The FEIS was revised to 
include additional projections of regional urban growth near the 
Refuge, based on DRCOG projections. Additional analysis of the 
potential impacts of regional urban growth is included in the 
cumulative impact sections of Chapter 4. 

8 Commentland Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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I Comment 
# Letter #4 

2-1 4 

2-1 5 

C;,air~l ,%fining Opw/iorrs 
Please disclose to \vha uxitni rite csisthig and permitted mining operations could 
adversely affeci the hydrology at the NWR. Ifthc hydrology in connect& nquatic 
systems is subseqoenily altered through vegetzted but persistent 30-40 feet deep 
teining d t p r e s h j ,  ttds would adversely oficct FH'S's remrntion of portions of 
the watershed and asocicicd Endaiigered Species hsbilat. 

Seainless Propeny 
* The EIS @.I; s.4) rcicrs to ihc concept of"scamlcss p ~ p ~ f l \ s '  as bdng inrponant 

to the function of the Rciugc. EPA sirorrgly suppons ihe conccpt of scamless 
prupcity munayenlent. a goal which i s  also dead i n  the Rwky Flits I\'stiowl 
Wildlile Refuge Aci of 2W1, Suction 3 172 (a) (4): "The r!ztional interest requires 
t b r  the ongoing cleanup nitd cfosure of the citrirr: sifr be completed sarely, 
effectively. and without unnecessary delay and that ihe site therca:tcr be retained 
by the linited States and otimr~gccl so 4 s  to presenr fhe t*ulur cftlic! ritefijr uppn 
sprrce and ivi!rf/i$e huhitur" (csiylrusis uddpif). The EIS should clearly idmtify the 
intention to atablish a suaniless property, and indicatr that F\W will work wilh 
I>OL'. to creak propttrty boundaries t h a  meet the mnndgemeitt gosls (when 
feiisiblc). as intended by the ACI. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. . .  . .  Response 

2-14. Section 2. I O  -Reasonably Foreseeable Activities has been 
revised' to include a discussion of mining impacts to groundwater 
based on information in the existing mining permits. The cumulative 
effects discussions in Chapter 4 for water resources, vegetation 
communities, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species have 
also been revised to include an additional discussion of the potential 
impacts of gravel mining on these resources. 

2-15. See response to comment 2-10. 

. .  . .  . .  

. L  . - - *  

. I I  
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Letter #3 Comment 
# 

..... 
rtlncni 

’rhc Colondo Dspaimettt of Public l laii i lt  and Envinrncacnr iCI)Pllll) 1132 n?vie\vcd the Drail Rtrcky 
Fhis CCP 2nd EIS. Dep:cnnieiit rcprc.senta!ivcs hnve also aueiidcd CC1’:EIS public agency scoping 
nicciings snd r~wkshops that were hosted by FWS. and liavc panicipotcd in discussions along with F\\‘S 
ronrerniny thc CCPiEIS prcrcesss a id  Drail with thc Kocky Flsls Citixtis :\drisoiy 13oard and Rocky 
Flats Coalition of Loeal Govenimcrtts. 

I:iiial clcanup decisiocis rcliwd to Rocky F%I~S wil l  br: dctcn:iinctl :tfler coinpictimi ofibe 
Coiiipi~licnsivc Risk j\ssessniciil, which \viIi lcad to ilic Kcnictlial lo\ 
(RlWSf and ultimntely the Cotwctivc tkt ior i  I>ecrisioiiil~eeord of Dwision (CIWIKOD). The ultimaic 
Cctcrniinatioa on llic precise hnutiduries bci\.cctr Ian& lrairsfermd 10 FWS to hccome pan or the I tef i rg 
31ld lands retaincd by DOE. and t i i t  physical and ins:itulional coitirnls irquircd io proica tilt. clcanup 
Fcntcdy (including any nccdcd fencizic) \ s i l l  bc made ai the iiinc nf ihe C.XDI’ROI). I30E will miair: 
\index their juriwliclion ihe ccincnt Itidtisrial Area ihe BulTcr Zonc rcioition Imnds. i;rountl cvn:cr 
twxincni systems. the two csisiing landfills, and the wcu ofsurhcr: plutonium conraniination locat& 
cast o f  the 903 I’3d with contaliinntion levcls above npproximaiely 7 picociiries ptr grim. These lands 
u,ill not Imuins pnn ofthc rteiag:e, mntl will not he ;tvdahlc for public ~ccvss. 

The Mil and water action lcvels that arc being used to conduct tlir clcaiup sork cuncnily undcway ai 
the site arc deemed to he pmtcctive to the masiniutii csposcd individrlai who is iurticipated IO be pnucri: 

3-1 

3 -2 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

3-1. Thank you for your participation in the CCP process. 

3-2. The Service acknowledges that final cleanup decisions have not 
yet been determined, and that prior to Refuge establishment, 
remaining contaminant concentrations will be protective of Refuge 
visitors, ‘workers, the general public, and wildlife. 

. , . .  
. . ,-.. , . . .. 

, ?:’.:>. .. . . . ,. 

. .  
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Comment # I Letter #3 continued 

on site. Ihe wildlife refuge tborlter. Accordingly. CDPllE anticipates thal the final remedy for Rocky 
Fltts wi l l  be prolcclivc 10 bo111 refuge wnikers a i d  mcmbcrs orthe public for dl four refuge sltcnwtives 
as dcscnkd in the Drnil CCPIEIS. 

Sinccrelv. 

&d& Steven H. Gundenon 

Rocky Flats Projoct Coordinator 

Response 

.. 

. .  
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Response 

STATE OF COLORAW 

Blll ovens. Govsmw 
DEPARTMENT OF NATUfUL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 
M EWAL OfWRTUKilYRIPLOYER 

Bcxe McclOskSY. ACQW hiector 
mo SUaljNaY 
Deove~.co(wado 80216 
T80phOn~ (303: B7-11p2 

April 14.2004 

Laura Shanncn 
L: S Fish and \Vildlife Service 
Rtv3.j Mountain Arrcnal NN'H 
Commerce City, Colorado 80022 

Dear bls Shnnnon, 

Thank yw for the additional opportunity 10 reww the DRWl Comprehensive Conww&rion Plan urd 
Eiivm,nmental liiipact Statwient far Rock) rlats Salinnal Wildlife Refuge and to submn wriuen comments 
regarding the proposed mitagement aliemti~es As mpresed in our fim letter, the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
suppons the U S Fish arid Wildlik Service (WFWS) in ihrir*cktion of"Al1emaive 8". xf descrihd in the IS 
the pdm-cd rnamjynea alternative 

In addtlioii, wc vent 10 erticulnte our suppw lor the Imguagc in the most recenl DRAPT in which the USFWS 
rccognires the potcnthl to expand huniing opportunities be}ond the rnillal )outh und d i s b l d  hunt ptogmni 
Minimiring the pes~riflions on wildlife managmnent tnols will altar\ our agencies the flaibility needed to respond 
to fmirc resource miiditmiis nnd to wildlife rccrtation dcnwtdn 

As prrtiously e\presd in our first mmmtmf kflcr nnd also in public mccringsb kl i rvc the mmyemmr 
strxttrgy detcrihcd in "%lwmtive R" promotes wildlife ninl hahilnt conservation hile allowng mmpatible 
wildlife reluted recreation and cducatmal uxs. Specifc nsp.crs ol"A1tematir.e U" in nhicl~ CDOW maintains 
pniculslr inrcrtrr mcludc, h i  iue not limited 10' conservatiw and mornlion ofnative ptanr mtnmuiirties and 
uildlifc habitat, continued managenlent of nohiaus weeds. rwluatbn ofthc suitabillly of name wildlife spectcs Fe- 
introdtiction. arid PINIS to provide opponunities for hunting. wildlife viewing trcreation. educatioii and urldlife- 
mlnted mtwch 

The CDOW =mains dediwted ro u&iny in pannenhip with the USFWS in planing for the futvre msoum 
manRgcment on thc refuge We n1.w Iwk fnrurd IO continuing this cwperntrve cffon once a manogemcnt 
alternative IS in p k c  

4-1 

4-2 

4-3 

ices Administmtor 

cc: Scot1 Hoover. Jim Guthrte; E l i n  bloom: Erfe Odell; Aaron Linnron~; Sherri Wuwer, Michael Wedemijer 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

4-1. Thank you for your comment. 

4-2. The Service acknowledges the flexibility that would be gained 
by allowing the expansion of the public hunting program, if it is 
warranted by future resource conditions. To that end, the Service has 
added language to Objectives 1.6 (Deer and Elk Management) and 
2.10 (Hunting Program) to better relate the proposed hunting 
programs to future evaluations of target populations and habitat 
conditions. 

4-3. Thank you for your comment. The Service appreciates the 
continued interest and involvement of the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife in the CCPEIS process looks forward to a cooperative 
relationship during the future management of the Refuge. 

. .  . .  

. . ... 
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Letter #5 Comment 
# 

5-1 

5-2 

Response 

. .  

5-1. Thank you for your comments. 

5-2. The Service believes some transportation improvements in the 
area surrounding Rocky Flats is a reasonably foreseeable activity, but 
the location of any particular transportation improvement, such as 
along the east edge of the Refuge, is speculative and not reasonably 
foreseeable. In the FEIS, Figure 9 was revised and does not show 
any particular alignment. 

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and make 
recommendations for the identification of any land that DOE could 
make available for transportation improvements. The FEIS was 
revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge 
lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 
feet wide. The new section also describes recommended mitigation 
measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the Refuge related 
to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 
128, and Highway 93. 

5-3. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. The FEIS was revised to provide additional information 
about the steps to becoming a refuge, existing plutonium 
concentrations, and projected plutonium concentrations after cleanup. 

5-4. Descriptions of impact thresh'olds (negligible, minor, moderate, 
and major) are used throughout Chapter 4 of the EIS to describe the 
magnitude of anticipated impacts. 

' r :  . . 
. , . .  
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Letter #I6 Comment 
# 

STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF MRICULNRE 
Hortan woed WnagaMm pmorun 

700 K*piing Slrt t l .  Sulw 4000 
LIkNmOd.ColraUt0 8021S-SWO 
1303) 239-4152 
r l x 0 0 3 )  239-4177 

April 26,2004 

Rocky Flits NWR CCP 
1,auric Shannon. Planning Team Lcadcr 
tJSFWS 
Rocky S40untain A m a l  - Bldg 121 
Commcrcr City CO $0022 

Dear Ms. Shannon, 

On behalfofthe StatcoFCoIondo, 1 am plesscd IO providc thew comments with rqanl to the 
noxious w a d  ntanagcmcnt issues raised in !he Dnn CCP!EIS for Rocky Flats National \vildlifc 
Reftige. 'I'hc Dr& a~lcquatcly addresses: the ncal for noxious \wed maiagcmcnt in odm to 
protect and maintain dic divcrsc niliive plant mmmunitics and tltc wildlife tlutt they sustain. 
Ifowever, tfxrc 3rc scvcrd substantivc comiiiettts that must bc made wd I request that thcy k 
addressed during thc preparation of thc Final EIS: 

1. The Colomlo Noxious Weed Act (C.R.S. 35-5.5) stresses the application of i n t c p t d  pest 
nrmn3genicnt on all lands of  the State to achieve state md local noxious w e d  mnnagcmcnt 
objectives. By this criterion, the Stntc prcfcrs Allmalives D and C because thcy cmphusizc 
the fulled usc of il widc raigc of  biologic4 chemical. cultunl. and mechanical techniques 10 
control the spread nnd impact of noxious w d s .  tiowwcr. since these two Jlemativcs are 
virtually idcntiwl with respect to the use of lPhZ (pp.74-75) at thc refugc ncithcr onc is morc 
prcferrcd than the other. 

6-1 

6-2 

2. Tlie Drafi devotm little disrussiorl IO how w e d  management priorilics will be cslrblished. 
Givcn the recent ctimgcs to thc Colorado Noxious \c'cal Act and the adoption of no+' 
permannetit nrles pertaining to the ndntinisMion and cnforccmcnt of !his statutc (S CCR 
1203.1 Q), I rcquest that you consider how Rocky Flat's w e d  nianapncnt progmn can 
eiplititly cotnplunatt Ihestote's recent and fulure efforts 10 set ngioiond watershed and 
slatcwidc nianagemcnt priorities. Colorado's Soxiour Weed Act \ v s  rcvisd in 2003 by the 
Colorado Cvnerjl Assembly to providc a IqaI franietvork by which the s1ate can implcmcirt 

6-3 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 14 

Response 

6-1. Thank you for your comment. 

6-2. :The Service's Proposed Action (Alternative B) proposes 
integrated pest management as the best approach to control the 
establishment and spread of noxious weeds. 

6-3. Objective 1.5 - Weed Management has been revised to more 
specifically identify weed management priorities, and to achieve 
consistency with recent changes to the Colorado Noxious Weed Act. 
Weed management would be addressed more specifically in a step- 
down Integrated Pest Management Plan, which would be provided to 
the Department of Agriculture for review and comment. 

. ._: ,  : .._ , 

... 
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# I Letter #6 continued 

6-4 

6-5 

6-6 

6-7 

6-a 

Colondo's stnteyic plan to stop the sprcad ofnosinus wccxls. R plan cndorsed by k F W S  in 
2001. N~wrulcs  (eiielosccl) nqi~ire the statrwide enuiication ora nuinbcr of rare noxious 
\verdfs (List A) and identify a number of more well-established \veal species for which thL- 
State will develop statewide m;magcntcrit pfans to stup their continiw! spread (List U). 1 hope 
that tlic invasive plmt nianngcm~rtt [)Inti ultintately doptcd by Rocky I%ils will FaciliCate 
compleiiienmry actions io those of local. ngional. md state rnana~crnmt cNoons. It  should 
sprxiiically inclitde considcdon of swte weed management prioritis when determining 
how. when. and whcrc to control inx*asir'e plants in the Refuge. 

3. While Alternatives B and C p u ~  an extrdurdindy high value and allocation ofnwurces (0 

the ninnagettrcnt of fire on the Refuge (3 FIX). too fmv resomcs (particularly stan-) x e  
dcdicatcd to the tnatiagemcnt of noxious wectls and native plant communities. Civet1 the 
currcnt condition ofthe n;itiw and non-native plant communities st Kmky Flats. only 
Alternative C appmacha wi adcquatc allocation of FTE (pg. 243) to nianaye noxious u.enls 
and restore native plant cammunitits. While 1 belicre that *e DrJR docs appropnat~l>~ 
address the need for noxious weed mariagcment and sets out sonic suitable managcntent 
objectives, the Service will fall short ofattaining its plant community and habitat goals 
unless vegelatiort tnansgenicitt is staffcd more ndequawly. I strongly rcroniiiiend increasing 
the I.TE allocation in Altcmatiue B to correspond w7ith that of Altcniaive C. To achieve 
bs ic  plant comniunity abjectives and manage noxious wccds $1 an acceptable Icvel. the 
Kcfugc will nccd the attention ofa full time biologist ( 3 k h O U y h  othcrduries such as wildlife 
manngcnisn1 will also occupy 
manayeirient professitmal, ant 
thc Smice  anticipates fire. natural or pmcribcd. IO wcnr wib my frequency. at the Refuge 
because fire will stiniulate the genttination and cstablishmcnt of noxious uwds already 
prcscnt in thc sect1 hmk. 

person's attention), a full time noxious u*wdkgemtioit 
x-ri@t month seasonal. This is all the mare itnpomnt if 

I n  addition to the substantive coiiiiiients niade above. I submit the following 
suggcstions'currcctions: 

Py!2. lnst pxQg.iph - there tire oppoflunilies Tor scientific rescnrcti rcprditrg native itlit1 n ~ n -  
native plnnr communities and the nirtnagcnicnt of noxious weds. CU and CSU would welcomc 
thc opponunity to collnbor?i!e. 

1'6 31. Wecd Manaycnient section - goats :tnd eittlc e m  be used 10 grue noxious weeds RS pnn 
of an 11% pro&mni. Do not cniphzsim goats over cattle. The prescription should be site specific. 
not livestock specific. 

Py 3. Altennriuc I3 first p m g a p h  - rclating SIICCCSS to cover is a'bmoad nicasurc at best that is 
not very helpful in achieving more healthy native plant comniunitia that are resistant 10 
invasion. I nronimcnd sctting the following goals: prevcnt the intraluctioa or new nosious 
r~etufs to the Refuge. eradicate wccd species uith small populations, stop the spread of marc well 
cstnblislred slKyies uithin tlic Kefuge, nnd restore native plant communities crfsignificant 
environmental valtw. 

Pg 3% Ohj I .S first sentence - strikr '*g~-narally." They 3:e d w a y  nun-native by delinition, 

~ 

. .. Response 

6-4. The Service believes that the proposed staffing will be sufficient 
to comply with weed laws and implement the objectives. Staff from 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR can supplement weed 
management and restoration efforts at Rocky Flats, and fire 
management staffing at Rocky Flats are funded separately from 
Refuge management. 

6-5. The Service welcomes opportunities to partner with CU, CSU 
and other universities regarding research on noxious weeds or other 
topics. Such partnerships are envisioned as part of the Proposed 
Action's "working with others" objective (Objective 5.3). 

6-6. The weed management objective has been revised to ensure that 
there is adequate flexibility in applying managed grazing to site- 
specific conditions. 

6-7. The Service believes that the species composition targets for the 
xeric tallgrass community are appropriate, because they can be based 
upon existing studies of that community. 

6-8. The background for Objective 1.5 was revised to indicate 
noxious weeds are nonnative plant species. 

...*,.:.. 

. .  . .  
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Comment # I Letter #6 continued 

6-9 

6-1 0 

6-1 1 

6-1 2 

6-1 3 

6-1 4 

6-1 5 

6-1 6 

6-1 7 

Pg SI). f irst  pxagaph - controlled grazing by citlicr goats or cattle is a biological or culturA 1001 
that un hc used far weed niwagement purpms. In the iiext parapph. I would strike tlcld 
bind\\*cd. I don't believe i t  is a serious Ihrcsl to the gmsslancts. I lowever, both species of l c v e l  
are ihrcats to wetlarids iti :his ma. 

I'g 39, AIIcmativc I$ lint pJrapph  - C h n p  "limit and control" tu "prevent." 
1 S.6 - rake Ollt g0:onts 

I'g 63. table - check the nuinkis in thc Kestomliuti ;uid Iinplcrncluatiori niliimii - satncthing is 
not quite right I stqwxt .  

1'1; 103. Xoxiotis Weeds .- SI. Johtnu~on i s  nu Inngcr in il position lo lhrcalen native pbnt 
coiiimuriities at the Refuge due to the cilorrnuus succe~s ofhiologicol coiitruls. Instead. 
clicagrass arid perhaps jointtrl patgr;iss slioiilll hc ddd as prime thre;ijs to Oie native plant 
cuiiimuiiities. Also. s u l k  cinqcicfnil is a new invader to the area and may havc already huill up 
siihstantial popiilations a1 the Kefugc. 

Pg 199, Orgmizalions - Dr. Ceorgc Rcck slioulcl k. movl.xl to p:ige 198 under lhe 1:~rferaI. State 
.and lucal Agencies scction. For wnie rc~son, you h:ive listed iiic as Colorado Nntivc Plant 
Scrcicty. Wlirn 1 paiticipateil i n  the Octuki 2002 Fucus Group for Vegetation Mnnagcinen~ I did 
so :is the su1c w e d  cuordintitur. f'lmse list my iifilintiort as Ihr Cdortido Dcprvtment of 
Agriculture and inovc me to pagc 197. Also, I.cn Ackland and 'rim Scaslatlt sliould bc i~ iovnf  to 
thc w c  s d o n  as !hey are afiiliatal witli thc Uniwsicy o~Coloi;~Jo. 3 statc agency of higher 
education. 

Pg 233 -You are ntissiiry Executive Qrilcr 131 12. hiuasive Specie (1999) 

Pg 250 - At the timc o f  printing. this lis1 \\'as inconlplclc with respccl to designations of sthtc 
noxious weeds. t l i e  list h;l.. changed m:e  receiitly (see enclosd). Plcase recheck any sprcies 
ninrked with an "*" IO makc siirc it is sill dcsignatetl a noxious weed. Also. a number of species 
werenot originally marlictl inclutlinp oseye daisy. hoiintistonguc. and bouticingbet. 

Lastly. you should iitilc t h i t  the pictiire iircd fur the frons covcr of the I h f l  kos C)alniatian 
toadflu in the background (it's the yellow stuff - ctink tinder the "K). 

If 
convact me at 303-239-4182 o r  - 
noxious weeds arc rccoynincti as a thrr 
R d u g  and I ;Ipprcciatc the opponunity 10 slrore iity conccnis with you. 

. 

have :inyqiiesiions mgirding thc thrcc substantive cuminem piovidcd nlmovc. plcnsc 
!s. I apprcciatc thc seriottsttns with which 
plant wmrnunitics and wildlife of (hc 

Sincerely. 

EmA 
Eiic IARC 
%IC \VccJ Coordinator 

Response 

. .. 
, .  : 

6-9. .The Service has found that field bindweed is encroaching in 
disturbed yeas,throughout Rocky Flats, and teasel is currently not a 
problem.. ,_ " , 

6-10. While the Service agrees with the philosophical goal of 
preventing ,any new weed infestations, the current terminology is 
more achievable, which is one of the criteria for developing 
objectives. . 

6-11. The cost figures for Restoration and Implementation do not 
include staff labor, which reduces the overall budget of that program. 
Staffing costs are included in Annual Operations. 

6-12. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-13. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-14. Executive Order 13 1 12, Invasive Species has been added to the 
list of relevant. laws and executive orders. 

6-15. The FEIS was revised to reflect these recommendations. 

6-16. The Service is aware that the cover to the Draft CCP/EIS 
shows Dalmatian toadflax, which is found throughout the site. The 
cover ofthe Final CCP/EIS has been changed because it is a different 
document.. . . 

6-17. Thank you for you comments. 

. . , .  ., 

. .  . . . .  

, .  
I .  
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Letter #7 Comment 
# 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments 
Boulder County ctty and Couniy o! BroomiieM Jelfetson County 

Chy 01 Awada (lty of Boulder Uty of Wstminster mown of Superfor 

E461 NitIplW aNc UllY 205 
\ 2 . U m r n l L 1 .  '0, *oOJl . 

April S. 2uo.l 

hlr Launc Shaniwii 
Planning Team k d d u  
U.S Fish wid Wildlife ScnGcc 
K d y  hlountain Anenal S W R .  Building I ?  I 
C oiniiiercc Cit} , CO 80022 

Dcnr hls. Shannon. 

On bchalf of thc tloanf o f  Dirccton o f  the Rocky Flits Coalition of 1.0~~1 tiovcrnntents. \vc am 
submitting tlic following wmnicnls on the Comprehcnsive Conservation Plan and Environmental 
Inip:ict Statement (CCPXIS) for Ihe Rasky Flats Kationttl Wildlife Refuge. Decnuse clenicnts or 
tliese coiiimenls arc kyond the scope of the CCNEIS. we have copied the kpanmcnt of 
Energy. Colomdo Dcponeient of Puhlic I lealth and the Environnicni. and the Unitcd States 
biviioiinicntal Protcction Agency. 

Afier monihs of intcnsjve convcrsiition aiiiongst the Cwlition goventmcnts atid with USFWS. it 
is clear that thc Coalition. as ai, orgaiiimtioti, daes not w p p n  anc alternative over anocher. Our 
coniments instead focus on overriding principles and vdues lhat are central IO the managcmcni 
(~ftlic refugc. The individual govcrnnicnts will conrinuc to work with the LJSI:\VS on the dcmila 
ofthe proposed options. including the preferrctl $Iternaiivc. 

The Coalition thus offcn tlic following comniciits. 

7-1 

7 -2 

1. $lpWJt'l f i r  1hC &fil&W 

.!L:e Codi:hn rtk$r:tcs its su;)prtn for rhu Rocky Flnts Sn:ioix~! WiIzl!ik Il.-filgc. A s  ihc 
Codiiion statc*1 iii an Anado Srntind oped iii June 2001 : 

The [refuge] hill \vould accomplish a nutnbcr ofthc Coalition's kcy cleanup and fuiure 
usc goals. Most itnponmtly. i t  would protect the land for future gcncntions by 
mandating she sitc be managed as a national wildlife refrige. while ciiserin~ that tlic 
cleanup proteas hurna:i hcalih and tlic cnviruniiicnt. Additionally. this designation W O U ! ~  

pmliibit future devclopnicni or I < w k y  FIats :ind annexation of thc propcay by any local 
govcrnmcnl. The Icgislaiion iwtild also require on-going fritclcnt owncwliip ofihe site. im 
iirtcgnl cornpncni ofa corrtprcheiisice long-teim sitc stcwrdshfp p r u y y .  and also 
ensure ihl~ clc;tliup i s  cornplcrcd prior to thc US. Fisli and Wildlifc SCNIC~ assumins 
irianngetncnt of Rocky F l m .  

7-3 

Response 

. .  .: 2 

7-1. Thank you for your comments. 

7-2. n e  Service appreciates the RFCLOG's participation in the CCP 
process., 

7-3. Thank you for your comments. 

/ .  . .  

' . - . .  

. .. .. . 
, .  

i '. . 

1 .. . , . ' .  . 
... , 

.'. 

, . '... . . 

. .  . .  . . .  
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Comment 
# Letter #7 continued 

L 

Response 

7-4. The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary within 
the Refuge, will be decided by the RFCA parties. The Service will 
continue to provide input to the RFCA parties. Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was'revised to indicate that the Service believes that a barbed- 
wire agricultural fence and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate 
signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any 
livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the DOE lands 
would be closed to public access. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

7-5. The Service will continue to provide input to the RFCA parties 
regarding cleanup issues, and support the need for ongoing 
monitoring of the buffer zone by the DOE to ensure the effectiveness 
of the cleanup and the safety of Refuge visitors. The additional 
sampling of the buffer zone is completed. The FEIS was revised to 
provide additional information about the steps to becoming a refuge, 
existing plutonium concentrations, and projected plutonium 
concentrations after cleanup. 

7-6. The Service is assured the EPA will require DOE to complete a 
cleanup that is protective of a Refuge worker and visitors before 
certifying the site in accordance with the Refuge Act. 
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Comment 7 Letter #7 continued 

The Korky Flats Soil Actiun I.evrl O\,eoil;ht P,uiel‘s review or cleanup lcvels at Rock}, Fla6 
concludid t l r a  lands conramicratcd wit11 up 10 SOpCitg of pI~toni~nr would he protective o f a  
mident nnchcr that lived on the most mntarnittated pans ofliocky Fhs, gWv all heir 
vcgctablrs :%I the rite. receive! all oftbcir drinking wvater.fmn1 thc sire. and nlso grnzsf their 
livestock (11 the sitc. This Puncl included, among athers. local go’em!nent reprrsenutiva and 
the Rocky Mountain fence and Justice Center. 

Foiiorviny rhst study, m intensive revicw of  c lsnup levels dctcmiined hat h d s  contaminated 
with up tu SOpCilg of plutonium would be protective of it xfuge worker. This SCCIYJ~~O prcsunrcs 
that the refuse workcr spcndr 50 nczks a ycsr. 40 hours per weck 3t the ntost contanlinatd 
porlion ofthe lite. 

11 is our undcrstmding tlm! lattds which inrludc cdntaminaian S3pCilg orplutoniuni will 1R 
irmined by DOE -.r;nd that thew laeds. ns Jixilsscd abwe: tvill he offlirrtits :(> d u g c  visitors. 
1i:ccctl on thc efa:rrnentioecd studies. tu sugcst that the lairds to be transferrcd will be danl;crous 
10 the community if the R R 3  standard is [net bclies sound $cience and sound public policy. 

’ b e  Coalitiora rciaains committni tu cnsurirlp that r l a  cleanup is  pmtective oT hurnm health and 
the mviroiutrent. \Vc undcrswnd this 1:ittn point is \\’ell beyond the bounds Of  thc CCI’lElS but. 
given  he iiaturc oftlic current pirblic diulopue. we felt i t  imponant io reitcntr Our positiciii Or1 
this critical cleanup issue. 

Sinccrcl~. ,. 

7 -7 

3 

Karen lnibicrorvicz 
Chnir 

Response 

7-7. Thank you for your comments. 

’ . . .  

- I. . _. . 
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Response Letter ##8 Comment 
# 

8-1. Thank you for your comments. The Service believes the 
Proposed Action would best balance habitat restoration and wildlife 
management with public use in accordance with the Refuge Act, the 
National Wildlife Rehge System Improvement Act, and Service's 
policies. 

.. . . 
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Comment 7 ~~ 

Letter #8 continued 

8 -2 

8 -3 

8 4  

8-5 

8 -6 

Response 

8-2. Alternative B, the Service's Proposed Action, would provide a 
full range of weed management tools through an Integrated Pest 
Management approach. The Service agrees that while highly 
aggressive weed management is needed, the level of weed 
management in Alternative B would be reasonable, given funding 
constraints and other priorities. 

8-3. The Service acknowledges that a limit of either 500 or 750 acres 
of prairie dog colonies would be an increase over the current extent 
(IO acres) of existing populations. Prairie dogs a native grassland 
species, and the Service has an obligation to manage the species on 
the Refuge. The Service believes that a maximum threshold of 750 
acres of prairie dog colonies is still within the limits of what the 
Service could effectively manage and what would be sustainable. 

8-4. Future hydrologic conditions are discussed in the DEIS and 
FEIS under section 3.3, Water Resources. DOE has initiated 
informal consultation with the Service to minimize impacts on the 
Preble's from hydrologic changes of site closure. The Rehge Act 
protects existing property rights on the Refuge, including water rights 
and ditches. The Service does not plan on expanding riparian habitat 
areas, but will instead focus on protecting what is currently there. 

8-5. The Service believes the Proposed Action would best balance 
habitat restoration and wildlife management with public use and 
future funding. 

8-6. The Service believes that the level of public use proposed in 
Alternative B- would be appropriate for the size and purposes of the 
Refuge. In response to these and other comments, Alternative B has 
been revised to include another off-site trail connection to the 
southwest that will enable the City of Arvada to complete a trail loop 
along Big Dry Creek south of the Refuge. In addition, the alignment 
of the southern multi-use trail has been changed to diversify and 
improve the strail experience for visitors and complement future 
connections to other jurisdictions. The Service believes that any 
significant additions beyond those just described would no longer 
strike an appropriate balance between public use and habitat 
management, and would increase trail maintenance costs. 
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Comment I 
# Letter #8 continued 

8-7 

8 -8 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response . .  

, . . .  , : .. 
. , .  . .  .. . . . . t  : . &  

. .. 

. . .>. . . . ,  . ’ 

.:,;, . . . . ’ . 

8-7. Equestrian access was not widely supported by the public 
comments, and raises issues about potential ecological impacts. For 
these reasons, the Service’s limitation of equestrian access in 
Alternative B is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be 
conservative with regard to ecological impacts. 

8-8. Due to th’e level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Rehge, 
the pubkuse  implementation plan of Alternative B was not changed. 
By focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in 
the first 5 years; the Service would be able to reduce the seventy of 
noxious.&ed infestations, and initiate road restoration before public 
trail use would begin. 

l i  . .., ’ ’. ’ 

..*. . .  . 
. .  

. . ,  

5 :. .I 

. .  . ‘  . . . d  
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Letter #8 continued Comment 
# 

8-9 

8-1 0 

8-1 1 

. , .  A. . . .. . . . . Response 
. .  . I  

. I . . : _  : I , . .  . - ,  

u for your comment. Note that an expanded discussion 
of cleanup related issues is included in Sections 1.8,3.2, and 4.2. 

8-10. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of 
the DOE retained area be "seamless" with few obvious visual 
differences between the Rehge and the DOE retained area. Section 
1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a 
barbed-wire agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks would 
demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock out of 
the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed to 
public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement 
of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The 
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

8-11. The Rehge Act directed that the land to be made available for 
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet 
from the Indiana Street right-of-way. The DEIS identifies those 
resources that.fal1 within a distance of 50, 125,300 feet fiom Indiana. 
The three different widths (50, 125, and 300 feet) were chosen to 
provide a range of widths and amount of each resource that would be 
$thin each, width, up to 300 feet. The selection of three widths is not 
intended to imply a preference for any particular width that may be 
transferred, or any implication that only the three widths analyzed 
would be available. 

The Service acknowledges that the transfer of land for the purposes of 
transportation improvements is the responsibility of the DOE. The 
Refuge Act directsthe Service to address and make recommendations 
for the iddtifkation of any land that DOE could make available for 
transportation improvements. The FEIS was revised to include a new 
Section 4.16 that discusses potential Refuge lands within a corridor 
immediately west of Indiana Street up to 300 feet wide. The new 
section -also describes recommended mitigation measures that would 
minimize'adverse impacts to the Rehge related to any transportation 
improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

i .  ~ :* I . . : . :  :; . -  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

8 .  
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Comment 7 Letter #8 continued 

8-1 2 

8-1 3 

8-1 4 

I t  is noi nitd sltoiiltl 1101 be thc Einction or rqmnsibility, nor is i t  ceneinly the 
cxpcnisc, of the USIWS io dcremiine poicitiinl widihs and leagths ofa 
transpoflation corridor. 'This is espwially true. and disconcerting. is the Colorddo 
Departntenl ofTmnspriolioii is jiiS hfgiritiiiig lltc public ~oflh!vcsi Comdor 
Xnnspartalion Study. 

In addition to the general ineihdolo$y. the IXaCt illw conkiins scvcral sutemcnts 
thai. at 3 niinimuiii nerd c1aiiIic:itiori and niuw support or should not hc included 
i n  the I h i R  as written. For example. t i  p:ise 162. i t  is stx:cxl that, "C,i.itt.vriicrictn 

uncllcj / d e  riiciy;Jose cipl~~sinil  barrier 
11 biirricr l b  hciM zogk lJllJl '~nli~ll~, " 

I'rehlc's mo\witcnt now exists txtwccn 
Koeky Flais and Siundlcy I.:tkc. Second, i t  seeiris that Indiana Street already 
p o w  ii physical hxricr !o l'rcble's nir:vc:ticiit. y a  no coifiixiriain is giwi of ttic 
impact of Indiana v c r w  a Lqyr nxidwy. Third. ths S ~ ~ I C I I ~ C I I I  that an enlarged 
roadway rn:iy posr "u pq elrc~l~ip?irl hiirril:r fo hrrld c~rglt. nrowmwt - simply 
makes no svrise. Then. is M esisiingjwpulstion o f  hnld e3gbs ihai frcely niovw 
throughout ihc urhaniicd :irca. 'I hc eagles regilarly niow hctwnt Sinridley 
Lake. Barr lake and all points in heiwnm (such as kikes si1rrouiuIc4 by tiousss 
:uid ruadrvays like lksi 1,nI.u and Hunter's Cilcri take) and along Lhe South Plntie 
corridor. crossing iiunimws rosdrvnys, including 1-25 and I-i6. 

Anoihcr esnniple of1 p"rlg writim statement i s  round an page 168. 11 re:&: 
"The ii.oiiA$r ./;I r iyh o i w y  tnid si,hsmpiwr clnv/cyntaitt qj(r kwger ruohwy 
iwiii/d udrrr.ve[v UJ~TI custcrly ikw,vjkm piwiioiw of die Krjii,qz. On its Face 
this rnij$t innkc somc intuitive sense, however, there a i r  two issties ihai need to 
tw consi<leruf. Ifrsi, ihc csisting cnstcrlgvicw is  ofan orban reservoir 
sunoitndnl by housing and nri ufiuiiicd area including diiwnlown I>cnurr. Itilrclly 
a pristine prairie sectiny. Second, unit1 a ro;niway is designed. i t  is  difiicult i o  

i * i~~(~~ i /d"  at Ieut some rcwgrii:iun 1ki1 tiie ou:comc. uncf finnI t ~ e s i y  o f  lIic 
pwcntial rwildway is unt:io\\n :voiild bc preseni. 

Periri1etc.r Fenciiia: A s  s t a i d  i s  prwious coniniiinicatioti tvith the USFWS. rhc 
City advocates niinim31 pcrimcier renting ai the Rcfup. The City is in no w3y 
iniercsietl in sacrificing the qtialiiy ofthe Kcfuge or IIW d e t y  ofthe sumuoding 
curn~wirtity through mlniiiiii.ing Tcnciay. I Irwevcr. minimizing fencing should 
absolutely k a gwnl afthc Itcfugc. 

'I'lic'rc src sovcral reasons the Ciiy fccls strongly about iltis iitaircr. First. thc 
Refuge will abut ;1 prcixiricnt entry inio our Ciiy and \he appearance of thc Refuge 
will dircctly reflect i ip~rr  Awadx. Sccond. a i d  closely rclaccd. tlic portion of 
Arvada i h a  borders the Refiigc is  privatelyownml i:nd is zoncd and pmposd for 

Response 

. . .  .. 
. I :... 

. .  . 

. ,  . . , 
8-12. The FEIS was revised based on this comment. 

8-13. The Service acknowledges that it is impossible to evaluate the 
visual impacts of future transportation improvements, if any, until a 
roadway is designed. However, the Refuge Act does direct the 
Service:to make recommendations on land that could be made 
available. for:transportition improvements. While the referenced text 
has beeqremoved from the FEIS, an additional discussion of the 
potential effects.of any transportation improvements near the Refuge 
been.added as Section 4.16, and does include an evaluation of 
potential -visual,,impacts, recognizing that plans for any transportation 
improvements do not currently exist. 

8-14: T6e:existing barbed-wire fence would remain under the 
Service's proposed action. 

. . .  

, .  . .  
. .  

. 4  

.: , ' , :. 
. . .  

I .. .. . 
< .  . 
. . . . . . . _ _ .  

. I *  : 

. .  
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Letter ##8 continued 

8-15 

8-1 6 

8-1 7 

8-1 8 

Response 

8-15. Since the public meetings, the Service has decided to not 
include specific signage. However, the expanded discussion of 
contamination issues in Section 1.8 elaborates that signage will 
include information on residual contamination and related safety 
issues. 

8-16. The Refuge Act provides for the preservation and maintenance 
of the Lindsay Ranch structures in accordance with the National 
Historic.Preservation Act. After evaluating the condition of the 
structures, the Service has concluded that the farm house is weathered 
beyon'd repair, and that appropriate restoration would significantly 
detra'ct Refuge, resources away from other management needs. For 

Service proposes to actively rehabilitate the barn 
. . .  

AS stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under 
'Service would be willing to work with partners and 

ng the house if resources could be found through 
partnersh'ips or grants to undertake such a project. Even if the house 
does'not-remain, the Service agrees that the house can be interpreted 
through a variety of media such as interpretive panels. The EIS has 
been revised to reflect this. The Service is concerned about the house 
becoming an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of 
security fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could 
detract from the visual qualities of the area. 

8-17. While the depiction of the DOE retained area on the maps may 
be visually obtrusive, it is intended to convey the fact that the Service 
is not responsible for resource management within the retained area. 
The maps have been revised to make the retained area transparent. 
The Service, however, will provide recommendations to DOE 
regarding resource management issues. 

8-18. Thank you for your comment. Working with others is one of 
the six'planning , .  goals of the Refuge. 

. .  .. . 
. ._ . . I ? .  .,. . 
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# I Letter #8 continued 

8-1 9 

~ 

Response 

2 1  

8-19. Thank you for your comments. 

. -  . . .  . 
c 
. .  

. . I  . .. 

, I  
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# I Letter #9 

9-1 

9 -2 

9 -3 

9-4 

9-5 . 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

9-1. Thank you for your comments. 

9-2. Although the Refuge will not be established until cleanup is 
completed, and the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all proposed 
refuge activities would be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the 
Service believes that the proposed action for Refuge management and 
public access (Alternative B) would best balance wildlife and habitat 
management, and public access. Under Alternative B, most of the 
Refuge would be restricted to public access for the first 5 years to 
allow time for restoration efforts to be initiated. The Service does not 
believe that the'-proposed action imprudently rushes public access. 

Rocky Flats will not be the first refuge established on a former 
nuclear facility. Saddle Mountain NWR was established in 
Washington in 1971, with over 30,000 acres in the buffer zone of the 
DOE'S Hanford Site.' Saddle Mountain was included in the Hanford 
Reach National Monument, created as part of the Refuge System in 
2000, Over 50,000 acres of the Hanford Reach National Monument 
is currently open to public use. Unfortunately, with the Refuge 
system there are dozens of sites that have to deal with a variety of 
contaminant issues related to former and/or adjacent land uses. 

9-3. The Service acknowledges that weed management and 
ecological restoration would be major issues on the Refuge, and for 
this reason the Service has elected to focus the first 5 years of Refuge 
management on these issues. After 5 years, the Service believes that 
the amount of public use proposed in Alternative B would be 
compatible with on-going restoration efforts and other Refuge needs. 
The Service believes that wildlife-dependent recreation such as 
interpretation and environmental education can provide the public 
with opportunities to observe how the Service is meeting its 
restoration and other management objectives. 

9-4. 'Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until:the EPA certifies that DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. , . 

9.25. .. a a n k  . , : ,  ... you'for , your comment. 

. .  . ... , . . . .  

. .  i .  ., . -  
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Letter #9 continued Comment 
# 

- ,  

9 -6 

9 -7 

9-8 

9 -9 

I , .  . .  
.also to p & v e  fodcnl'owtwship Cif thc sitc: Pro1cc:ion f&m desclapnmt &.as u11 
impanant'pn oxour vision .for thc land&spc given the cfionsrnndc hy'I3ouldcr and. 
Boulder County in St.tting asidc opcn spxc  aidjaccnt 10 Ibc s 
n i l i c~ l  in our.vicy td address thc us%fliinty of public &%It 
pNthlCmS arc,detccred in thc fuiurd. thc liabiliy will &.with 
ltrril bmmii~nili~s - to address th~w. pmhlcnis. 

To thaf'cnd. wc would like 10 point cwt 
':USWS will,oOt assurnc full m p i s i  
clcaiup corqletc". AcCONiiIIg to che K 
problem arc.found ~ cvcn after msfc  
addressing them. Wc supp,fl that pmy 
clear chit UStWS should ncver have IO ~ssumc"full" rcsponniibility foithe .site. 

f i l i i  in the fin1 such'sire in tlrc country to be pn&fo$cd from if nuclelr weapons 
production f:sili!y into a wildlife nfugc, @d i t  is  irripl.ntlivc we.prrsa$c:mfully. \!'e 
bclicve a.rnu.um;nrive ap6ron;lch is  stili apprupri$te~wlicn considering mils .and public, 
use. 2s wc should rcrn+i c+ous a b u i  pirblichealthrislis end the p e n t i 4  for; . 
canlaminmion. I p a l  &pric.nce indicates th61 uniorcseen issuei do a r i s  whcr; tnntiaging 
s i t u  I ~ ; I I  have heen in<,olkl in the pmluctioti and stomgc of toxic or ha+dous 1 .; 

materials: . .  
.. 

. <  

. -  
. 

. .  
AI LheKxky Mounldn Anenal (KMA) 
clcancd up md ntntiagcd as a wildlifc rc 
ZWl, pwtiipting Y icmponry cleswe an - . In 2m3 avthe fprmcr Air Force lIa& tll 
redevelopment of the site. which include . 111 fa11 2003 ai R C + ~  Flats. mi iiicincmior was discoverct~ during CI~XII-UJI ~ 

rcicdiotion at t ~ i c  urruiiuin as!'; pits. mottw sitct~iyo\+ered only 2 F r s  ptior IO 
2003,. , 

We I&I arc concerned that lhcrfstiould not bc a rush to cleinup nn? tmnsfrr.Ilk DOE 
aid tiSI3VS or6:two very diff&iit ngnrics with different funding siruation!. missions 

.and expacitics. Prior to opening the site f& public a&s. additional time shnultl he 
provided for both q&ncies to work ouI &&Is ofthe ;nuI1$md land lransfcr. A 
rncmonndum of understanding ifbout-the details of this ipinsfcr is, pst due and nccds to 

, 

. tu! coniplrtcd by Mt? as w i i  JS possible.' 
, .  

I .  

Addition;tlly. we inzixt on conlinual posl-closiir'c triotiitoring of.rIir: pilc. evcn after 
cr I:() US13VS. 73is is mjuind dc6Niing to the provisions nf lhe 6crX-y P ~ I S  
nrtl Wildlife Kcfuge Act. ~ ~ n t l  we wtiuld likc.tflcnsumthcrc is sufiicicnf pos t -c lo~n~  

nronitoiing on thc Rciugc lairds. Post-closurc IliOIIiN>ring in thc Duffcr zone - conducted 
by IXIE - is.criticn1 in 'i*crifyiiig the loiigtenn d C t y  bfthc sile. The cct'doci not 
m c n h  post-closyc Nonilorin& nor d w  i t  include a contin&xcy plan if post-closare 
inonitoring detects esmtlencas. The CCP should hc revised to ?ddrrss Outh ~ms idosuz  
mtrniloring md,cotitingcnci&s. This is p:Uticubly imponant if the CCJ't~llorvs tncire , ' 

ptibliv ~CCCSE, e.& Altrmativc B or 1). 

. .  
, .  . 

: 2 I .  

Response 

. .  . _  . .  ,. 
. .  

. , : . .  .:,:,.. ! . .  . .  
..-.. , 

9-6. Under the Refuge Act, the DOE will be responsible for any 
future cleanup-related response actions on the Refuge. The Final 
CCP/EIS includes additional discussion about DOE'S long-term 
responsibilities in Chapter 1 -Purpose andNeed. 

9-7. See response to comment 9-2. The contamination levels in the 
area to become the Refuge are currently low enough not to require 
any response actions. All of the previously unknown contamination 
sites that have been discovered at Rocky Flats are all located within 
the aiea to be retained by DOE. Identifymg and remediating such 
sites is purpose of the current cleanup efforts. 

9-8. .It is the'intent of the Service not to accept the transfer of 
administrative jurisdiction for any lands at Rocky Flats until the 
Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DOI, required by 
the Refuge Act, is finalized. The Service is not "in a rush" to 
Fansfer. 'While the MOU has not yet been completed, the Service 
and DOE have continued to work cooperatively on many long-term 
transition issues. 

9-9. fie'CCPIEIS does not address post-closure contaminants 
monitoring on refuge lands because none is anticipated. The Service 
is currently unaware of any remedy-related monitoring that will be 
required on the lands currently identified for transfer into the National 
Wildlife Refuge System. DOE is responsible for all post-closure 
monitoring of the remedy, and is required by the Refuge Act to retain 
jurisdiction of.any lands that require long-term monitoring. The . 

Service does, not believe that the RFCA parties are going to require 
long-term monitoring of Buffer Zone areas that are transferred to the 
Service. The City should address this concern to the RFCA parties 
and identify the "post-closure monitoring in the buffer zone" that the 
City believes, is "critical." . .  . , , . . T , . A . . : .  .. 

!.*' _ ._  
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I I Letter #9 continued 
Response I 

9-1 0 

9-11 . 

9-1 2 

9-1 3 

9-14 

. .  
9-10. The Refuge Act requires that the DOE retain jurisdiction and 
responsibi!ity over all engineering structures or facilities and 
instit,uti,onal controls related to cleanup. These areas are included in 
the DOE retained area. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that 
the demarcation of the DOE retained area be "seamless" with few 
ob'vious visual'differences between the Rehge and the DOE retained 
area. The:FEIS was revised to elaborate that the Service believes that 
a barbed-wire-agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks would 

, demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock out of 
the DOE'lands,' and clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public 
access; Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of 
wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The 
Service has,provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

hasalso'recomrnended to the RFCA parties that DOE 
retained 1,ands be posted with signs that prohibit public entry, and the 
Service is not.opposed to more robust barriers around specific remedy 
monitoring sites and facilities that may be deemed appropriate by the 
RFCA Parties. 

Regarding'prairie dogs, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that 
subsurface contamination is not an issue in the area that will become 
the Rehge. The Service agrees with the City that continuous long- 
term monitohng and management of DOE retained lands to limit and 
quickly detect any pioneering of prairie dogs into areas where 
contaminants are left in the subsurface is an important issue that must 
be addressed in DOE'S long-term stewardship planning. Prairie dogs 
can disperse from a natal colony for distances over 10 miles, in a 
single movement and, therefore, could invade DOE retained lands 
from-off-site as easily as from within the Refuge. The Service looks 
forward to working with adjacent landowners, including the City, in 
the long-term management of prairie dogs in this landscape. 

9-11. See-response to comment 9-10. 

9-12; See response to comment 9-10. In regard to external fencing, 
the .CCP/EIS recommends ongoing maintenance of the existing 
barbedAwire boundary fence, with appropriate boundary signage 

. .  

, .  

. , . Z ' . .  .. 

I I :  I 
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9-1 7 

9-16. See response to comments 9-2 and 9-10. 

9-17. See responses to comments 9-8 and 9-10. 

9-18.: Thank you for your comment. 

9:19; The Service acknowledges that the Refuge Act prohibits the 
constructionpf any roads through the site, and there has been no 
proposal to.bisect the Refuge with a road. 

. .,..,.: . . _ .  

~ . . ~  ,.. : , . .  . * . . . .  . -  
;,,: . . , ' . .  

I '  

-. i .  -'. . . 
:. . . .  . .  
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Letter #9 continued Comment 
# 

also klieve it IS consistrnt with our “gwstoiv” approach lo be carrSu1 when considcnng 
any use of dw site. l’hcrc 1% a s ~ p ~ n t c  EIS u~t&irrway for ihe Konh 
(Idfenon, Broamfirld arid Boulder counltcq), and tlre currcni rrMm 
consultant for thnl siudy i s  io eliminnte any option ih3t nould Cui thro 
We wppoxm that nrommcndntroa. 

AS .wine ofthcse eunttttents sre beyond 
Lkpmment of L?nergy.Colotxdo Dcprt 

itcd Sta ta  f~nnvimnnren!al Protect 

eonmci Amy MucUcr. I’olicy 

&e CCFfEIS, we ha& coped Ihc 
Itc llealth and the brv~rorrn~i i t ,  and . 9-20 

m u c l l e r ; l ~ e i . ~ l i i J d ~ r . ~  us if you h3 

. .  

Response 

. ... - . .  

. , . . .  . 
. . , .  . .  .. . 

. .  . .  
. ,  

. .  . .  
s .  

’. . :. . 
, .  . 1  

. .: . .  . , .  
. .  

. .  
. .  ’ , ” 

. .  
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Letter #I 0 Comment 
# 

Citv of Boulder 
Open Spacc and Mountain Parks Department 

66 S. Clierrymle Road, Bouldcr, CO 80303 
303-44 1-3440 

bls; 1au:ir Sh3mon 
Planning Team I.cidcr 
I S  Fish and Wildlifc Service 
Rocky MoLmnin Arsenal NWR Ltuilding I21  
Camncrcc Cip. Cuhndo 80002 

h r  Lnmie: 

T h i ;  you fur Ihr rtppormnity to comtil~nt upon the Lhnft Comvchensivc Conscrntlun Plan and Envirammtnl 
L~psct  Swtenimr (CCDXIS) for thc Rocky 1:lats Sational Wildlik Rcfuge (rhc Refuge). 1 am providing the* 
t e c h ~ ~ i u l  coimncnts to supplemat the oZcial po;itioii aithc Ciy of Uuulder. Colcrndo which u u  sent undn 
~ p n n t c  cover in n l e t~n dated April 20,ZW iron1 Mayor Will T w  and Cauncilmemkr Shim MEGrarh. 

As indlnted In the ciimmcnlr from 3la)or Tuor and 31r. McGmtb. lhc Clly rupporls Alternscive C, 
Ecological Kcsruration. P$ thr brsl nltrmntive fnr thc wildlife refoge at  the Hock?. E M S  site. It b the City's 
position &ai ~ I C  unique corditivris at the propsed mfuge w a m t  a consm*athe, "go-slow" BppI0JC.h. 

' l l ~  City suypns :ne rision ora wildlifc rcfugc at Rmky I:lots as &sirable arid cmrixitihlc with conmmnky 
pods. AS neighboring tandourn. thc Qry sup;xurfs rhc fonSUf.aiion of nntml systcns rhruugh n mnge of 
~ a a g m c r . t  a c t i n s  that fqcus on restontioa B 
@xn Spxc  and Mounuln 1'ark.q lands provide 
liw ilrk Rocky I?aw w o e  devrlopd for n i k  
bier {.<& W c r )  in collahwxtive etrnm IO 
s).strms ID and wound ;he prop& Rcfugc. 

At the rcqucn oitht I3oulda City Council. Cpen Spsre and Mounain Pn~ks aafi'has rc\<cwcd thr draft CCPi'EIS 
aid prccpued the lollou*ing c o m m t s .  These comnimts m intcnded to povide feedback as requested by ttte 
Scn'ice on the moils of the i1:emnives discussed. Evety cmarl has ken rrwdc :o provide suhstallivc cammcns 
using &he crile;ia prarided by &e Service. FhCh coinrnent ib preceded by a refernse number in pam&c?;is which 
gircs thr page nuin* in thc dmA CCWElS &mbn~cn:. Fach commcn: i s  fi11Iuu~~I by a ninnln intended to 
ideiitir?. which oiihe criteria thc cummen! is imendrd IO mect. 'Ihe nuntbcrs rerw to the kwicr's criteria as 

-.. 

10-1 

10-2 

10-3 

railoxes: 
1. Question. widr rcnsotrnbie b& (&c] aw.uacy orinfoonatinn in rht &.cunicnt. or 
2. Question. with rcosanblc bsis [the] adc9;13cy of L! mvironm-tal analysis. or 
3. I'icscnl rcasonbhlc al1cm.itiw.s otbv :han thmc presented in Ihc EIS 
4. Czux chmgcs mkions IC thr CU' w 
5. t'rovidc additionil infomution rcle\;utt IO the malpis. 

'nn Open S ~ c c  w d  Mounrain ['arks I l rpmeni  u w l d  1;kc to complement the str\icc xiid t k i r  planoing 1e3m 
h 1l.s lirncly 2nd ihorrrtigh work presnird in tlir dtsA CCPIEIS. 7%: planning < r a m e w ~ t  is clcsrty p:escntcd. 
and L1ic analyses arc thurough. h large omuunt oiinfonrwtion Ius been oblaitlrtl and pmessed in o remarkably 
brief tiair tn prodtree it smap drdl  plno. 'lhe Opm Sprrcc and Mnirnlain Parks Dcpmnent ihms an interest ond 
coninirmv to khc range ofnatmal rcsourcc ewna~cmmt issucs iilciudcd in rhc phi;. including ihc tonfro1 of 
i n n w e  crodc plant spscics, nnd thr con~rvaGon of special hrhitets such as tallgntss pniric md rilar(nn n r w .  

Response 

10-1: Thank you for your comments. 

10-2. Thank you for your comment. Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

10-3. Thank'you for your comment. The Service believes that 
partnerships with neighboring jurisdictions will be an important 
component of Refuge management. 

10-4. The Service acknowledges the landscape and ecological 
context ofthe Refuge. 

10-5. The Service acknowledges that complete restoration to pre- 
settlement conditions is probably not achievable or even socially 
acceptable (e.g., natural wildfires, grizzly bears). The Service's goals 
in this area would be to restore, to the extent possible, native species 
and ecological processes that existed at the time of settlement and 
remove as many of the changes introduced by Euro-Americans as 
possible. In'the pre-settlement era, it is likely that prairie dog 
populations on this site fluctuated over the centuries and it is likely 
that those populations will continue to fluctuate in the future. The 
Service believes its goals for prairie dog populations are achievable, 
socially acceptable, and with the range of habitation that may have 
occurred in the pre-settlement era - without unnecessarily threatening 
the integrity of the DOE remedy. 

10-6. Than'k you for your comment. Working with others is one of 
the six planning goals of the Refuge, and compatible scientific 
research is, a refuge purpose. 

10-7. The Service agrees that the use of fencing to prevent 
overgrazing by wild ungulates in F'reble's habitathiparim areas is not 
a feasible or reasonable practice. The FEIS has been changed to 
reflect that. The Service anticipates that ungulate management 
through hunting, culling, or hazing would be sufficient to prevent 
degradation of riparian habitats by wild ungulates. Temporary 
fencing may be used to control movement of livestock used in 
grazing prescriptions and the Service would retain an option to use 
fenciing'to exclude wild ungulates from smaller and specific rare or 
unique plant,communities, such as the tall upland shrubland 
community. 
: _ . : . .  
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# I Letter # I O  continued 

1 0 4  

10-5 

10-6 

10-7 

10-8 

10-9 

10-10 

We m es,pccinlly npprccin:ivc ofthe Services dcvrltipmnit of Goal S--Tustcring pamcnhips Gth govcnnmt 
agencies to promoic rc.tOurcc conscn'ation, Wmp33ibk wildlife-related resarch. public use. and infiWtxctuw- 
wd lcok forward to continuing ow collsborstion with thc Sewice in these 3 ~ 5 .  

'lhc corninen& which follow have brrn gzthned frum land managers uno h v e  many >wrs nprirncc m g i x g  
far visitor use. s@culrunl pioductimi and natural resource conservation in w arc3 similu to lhc site of Ihc 
proposed Refuge. We intend these eommcntr: as cotiaihutiois to nhance the vzlue of he plm in m d n g  the 
gWlS of thC .Sen.ice wd the K n t b  Rats Refuge Act. 

(SA) 'There wildlife communities art supponrd by the regional ncworkof prowted opcn w e  thrl SUIOWKLC 
Rocky Flats on Ihrcc sides and buficn wildlife habitat fiom tk sunoun&ng urbw dcvclopmt. ( 5 )  

(S.4.) In thc nimnury  hap^. Ihe god of mtornrinn is s a ~ d  3s %riving to ttplicatc presctll~mnl condition. If 
this is thc CIY, how ms plairie dog nmnagcmsnl integnled? I s  occupntiori of 2003 of suitable habirat considered 
P prrwtletcnt condition? 'Ilic Ctin, Spec and hlcrmtnin Parks land maniigm have found k d i f h l t  to mn3gc 
Tor a specific or n m o ~ '  range of prsiric dotog uccupmcy. (I) 

(S.S) 7hc City of Rouldcr Opco Spa= wd Mountain 1'ar.h dqrartnient has 3 natural r ~ u r c c  rcsrarch propam 
Wc loot fomrd to opporwriities to c o l l n h t c  with thc Service m intporbnt rcseach q u c s h a  sssociatcd uiih 
thc wbanhvildland intcrface. 

t i ivcn the rcsutrntion g031. how docs thr Scwicc see i1 oppropratc to COSSINCI fencing lo mdude ungulates frum 
t'reblr's inendow jumping mouse bahi~t'l Did th& species nM c w x h t  in prc-scttlcmntt tiins? Will hunlhgor 
culling nor be wfticicnt to adjus herd si?.? Otha nanagcmait strntegim havc b. uwd elstwhsrc to dimt  elk 
away from settsitivc linbitots such us groriding lmy or other road sources nwny ham ma5 w h r c  pm:mtion is 
sought. (I j 

'The CCt'lEIS proposcs under =me ;tltrntiitiucq ID erect fencing IO protect riparian hsbiltlt of l'rsblc's fmm nntive 
ungulate p z i n g .  Wouldn't such fencing be 3 signilicsnt Lctnicr IO m ~ v ~ m ~ n t  for many othci spccies in addition 
to decr and eIL7 I low does the szveriry of e f t k t  of ingrirm~a!ion by fcncing compare with ihe effect of 
frapmntntion by abriibnrd mads and trrilu?- 

(37) A gcnaal restmtiori p~l  of p ~ c - s c t t l ~ t  condition suggcr~ b t  roads. mils ctc. should be min imid .  
'Ihc discussion of bagnentatiwi utidn vbjmtivc 1 .J describes how vmdq haik and 0 t h  dis turh im m 3 t C  
ps ih ly  hostile nwironmerrts. Is this ri*ant os 3 gcmcral dsrrip:ioli ofonc of thc elemo~ts o f  hagmcntation OK do 
the Refuge nlai~gcrs k l i e v c  tlat rruds, tmil.5 or othn disturb;trtces fmmtim in this uny at thc Kcfugc? How? 
\%'hat sorts of-other distitrbmccs7' 11 ~ n d s  elc. arc creating corridors forprcdatcm, arc L !  not doing SO fOr 
othn q'ccies? It that ribnrfic;mnt?( 12) 

(5.3)'lhe surnmry orihc drsR CCPlElS resources section states that rmny area? of the site have renuin 
undis%ahed for the last 30 to SU yeus. allowiag hem to rrairi diverse habilat nnd assoeistcd wildlife. This g i v s  
thc impression that disturbance does not perpetuate diwmily and wildlfc, Natural disturtnnccs such 95 fire, 
w i n g ,  f l d ?  are critical in supponing divcm and ta l lhy  ecologicnl sy-stcnu. Dues the Service nmn is 
"isolstcd frurn intea% human nxivity. and land uses" rather than "unds:urW. (I) 

(2O)'T)lc CCP gives the impression tht th~t *cN&is IO cc.ntneet visitors to their nacurnl resourn hcritagc ~ W k l  
distinguish tht visitor uwmn from visits to nearby county .ud ciry opcn space pmpenics". This i s  not the 
mse. Building connections ktwcen visitors and nntwnl rcsourccs is a mjor focus ofthe City ofbulder Open 
Spacc and Mountain Paris. atid Boukler County Pnrhs and Open Space's edlmtion a d  oumch p o d &  
Recmt community s w c p  havc indicod that the cummity  lues this cNuvction xs m c  d the key pi- 
of Open Spacc. We Irwk fruwurd to working wiih th* S ~ ~ v i c c  to build these connections in B collabor;ltivc 
msnner. (I) 

2 Open~.Apsc3uti j7a wLMlbl.rr/ 

Response 

10-8. The discussion about the effects of fragmentation is intended to 
be a general description of the types of effects that have the potential 
to occur on the Refuge. The Service is not aware of any studies that 
document the specific effects of habitat fragmentation on natural 
resources at.Rocky Flats. No such studies were conducted as part of 
Ihe CC.P/EIS development and analysis. 

_.. . . .  

10-9. As suggested by the comment, the term "relatively 
undisturbed" is intended to imply that the land has been isolated from 
human activity, and has not been totally undisturbed. The 
iuppression'of natural grassland fires is an example of how human 
intervention has.altered the ecological systems at Rocky Flats. 

10-10. m e  FEIS was revised as to not mischaracterize the efforts of 
other jkisdictions. 

10-11. The Service's goal in any cattle grazing prescription would 
attempt to emulate, th.e.pre-settlement bison grazing regime, using an 
intensive short-term rotation - flash grazing. The Service 
acknowledges that there will be costs for temporary electric fencing 
to implement such a grazing program, and that there may be difficulty 
in finding cooperative ranchers to participate in such a program. In 
that case, it may be necessary to use other means (such as prescribed 
fire or mowing) to restore a more natural disturbance regime. The 
Service does not believe that longer, market-driven rotations will 
produce, the. desired ecological benefits to Refuge grasslands. 
However,'the Service looks forward to exchanging information with 
adjacent land managers to see if other grazing regimes may be 
suitable for refuge application. 

10-12. Depending on how it is applied, grazing would be used as a 
weed management tool, an ecological restoration tool, or both. The 
Service anticipates that grazing prescriptions applied for achieving 
the'ecologi.cal integrity of habitats will generally involve cattle, to 
emulate bison gazing, and that most weed control prescriptions 
would involve other livestock species such as goats. Grazing is 
mentioned:ider several different objectives (1.2 -Xeric Tallgrass 
Management; 1.3 - Mixed Grassland Prairie Management, and 1.4 - 
Weed Management) as a tool that would be available to achieve that 
objective: -In the DEIS, Table 4 incorrectly identified prescribed fire 
and grazing as a management tool under Mixed Grassland Prairie 

* ' 3  
. .  

t:.The FEIS has been revised. 

. .  
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# Letter # I O  continued 

10-11 

10-1 2 

10-1 3 

10-14 

10-1 5 

10-1 6 

10-1 7 

10-1 8 

( 3 i )  ii'ly liiiiit gru>iiig to  "flash grxzirig'' in nltrmatircs I3 urid C? B y  including swli Iniiguqy, tlic Scwicc semis  
to unaccesarily liniit III~ Irdnogcmmt pmcticcs thr may best ochimc its &oaIs. Arc tkrc no 0 t h  gmirng 
rcgirncs which the Srrvicr could c w r  ncticip3:c being bmcfirisl? Thee arc also Rlstbility and cost concerns. 
Some ranchers nwy not be ablc tu rcmwd to the Services nerds for Clash gazing. We h3vt found thzt although 
somc luwl ranctms arc willing to addixsthc imn.uiditioml gmingrcqucm mnciated wifh s p i n  and hahitat 
eonsmn5on. most om not interested in -zing opponunitia for less tlien tbrce wecks. I t  m y  bc pussibl:. but it 
could hc costly tu And pmplc who would bc amilable for COP.VBC~ gadrig. Jlowevn. negotiating (I gazing 
rcgimc th3t i s  susuinable for an sgiculcural opentor and rhe Service nirry be prefccmble hecause it would be 
rcvmue ncuml. N cvcn gcccrarr rcvrouc from Icsc rcecipts. Funhermore, OIC In& orpastwe fcncing at thc 
Refuge will reqairc t c n i p m y  rcncing, increasing thc costs an@nr mducing t l ~  Iikclihl)od ofcffcctivc 
conminrnent. 11 is likcly that IIK Smsiec u,ould i r e d  to haw yunc tlcxibility to mjptiate a mututllly benciicial 
leas\. (l,2.5) 

(39) I t  isunclcv why thc Rcrvice would scek to distinguish tin! mle u f p m g  a an ecological restmtion tool 
(mthe; h n  a weed nt;magment tool) in altcrnarivcs with gmzing. Ry suggesting tlic full m g c  of IPM rook is 
nvailablc in sltcma:ivs R cad C, but gmzing i s  not to bc considered o w e d  mnngrment tool. thr. Snvicc YD up 
ronuadictory or at least confusing guidance. f l  .Z.S) 

'Ihc dah CCPXIS suggcsrs that rcscnrclt will be n d c d  to inform resowcc nwnagcnicnt on thc Refugc. 
xprimntinp with a ~ w i c t y  ol'grwing Uen:menls could provide infbrmdon ~bt would help the Smicc adticvc 
s vegetntioii mnagrtmnt  ga~twis. (5)  

(38) Thr following sentence in ohjcctivr 1.5 (Weed hlaiisgerncnt), i s  difficult to unlcrstand. "Infested native 
plant comnunitie; arc redwed in wgacity to s u p p ~ l  wildlife populations a id  o diversity of'orgnnim". W e  
a1c3s can b m e  floristicalty divcrsc than undistwbd native habitas. It appears w h s  is needed hcn  is a 
so~~cmcnt that indicates Ihhat weeds alter the composition and structun: ofecologicnl systems. reducing the degrcc 
to which 15- syrtciric aupim iu t ivc  plant wid ilniiml populsiiuns. (1,s) 

(39) A s  o nciy lhr ,  the Open Space end Mountain l ' d s  Uep~!?mrnt appreciates ond shvcs the Service's wiicern 
nbout the spicrrd ctf we&. Thr Service dc.scribm Aitemetiw C and I3 os rcducing :hc spread ofp(hrr noxious 

would this be mc~sutcn? ( 2 )  
cscribcs that pntiric dogs n i a  Lrystoncspics  bcwurc they "provide food and shelter for 
d spccics''. Ir it iinponant to establish wlicihcr prairie do& are n keystone species fn much 
logy)~Would it not be sufiicicril to indicate thpl "by virtue of thcir di&ging, el ipping and 

kcding. prairie dogs signiiicantly rmnlify the environment and mmte habitats for spreies no! found in gmsstnnds 
uiijinurbfif by prnirie dogs"? (1.2) 

Not only do prairie dogs cmze b b i w  for other nitkc spaics. lheir ground clearing and bumwing creaks ideal 
seed 'Jnis for the gcimnation of exotic invxivc ier. If the CCWElS notes this important mlntionship. it 
is not clearly idrntified w m impormnt (a ik i t  c g) considemtion for mctiitg the iiitqptuf w e d  
mnsgement goals of the K P .  (2.5) 

AI:er?ntkc 1% (uid C'!) iinpliclirs thar snialla prmiric dog colonies mean b v c r  rnanagemnt issues orcxp.nss. 
Thc Cify of Lkwldcr Owit S p u  and hlounnis Parks Dcpment ' s  cxperictsr is that marwgcrnent c m s  are not 
p~pofiional to colony 1i7x. Thc cnsicst colonies to r~nagc arc thow with effixtire berries to dispcwl (c.g. 
sbmpt vcgztation e?l;utges, roadways, w d c d  a~cas) and txttcr isctlntion from neighboring unflicting lmd wcs. 
hl.?aaging smn11 coIonies without good hanien or utiete the colony's dirprrsul connicrs wiih adjxent land UM is 
costly and tipically incffcctive. (1,s) 

It is unclcx why vi6Itm need to Lr protcctcd rrw? p i r i t  dogs l f i l  is becuusr uf concerns over playu~, this 
conccrn should bc noted cxpliritly (Prairie dog to h u m  p b y c  transmission is very mrc). (2) 

3 

' . '. . . .  Response 

10-13. The Service agrees that some experimentation with a variety 
of grazing techniques would provide usehl, adaptive management 
guidance. Such experimentation would be considered in a step-down 
Vegetation' Management Plan. 

10-14.. q e  F E E  was revised to incorporate the suggestion. 

10-15. The Service anticipates that the extent of noxious weed 
infestations and the reduction of those infestations would be 
measured by their areal extent, and the relative densitykeverity of the 
infestations. The objective text was revised to include this 
information. Specific measures would be outlined in a step-down 
Integrated Pest Management Plan. 

10-16. TheService agrees with your assessment that the role of the 
prairie dog as a "keystone species" is a subject of scientific debate, 
while their .contribution to grassland ecosystems is what is important. 
The text of Objective 1.7 was revised accordingly. 

10-'17. . .  Tke FElS has been revised to clarify the relationship between 
prairie dog colonies and noxious weed infestations. 

10-18:The . .  Service agrees that it can be difficult to manage and 
control prairie.dogs, and that existing natural barriers are more 
effective.' However, the Service does believe that it would be much 
easier-to manage.750 acres of colonies than 2,400 acres, given 
projected hture funding constraints. The limits on population 
expansion.in Alternatives B and C are intended to provide a guideline 
that would allow sustainable population expansion while establishing 
a threshold at ,which the Service would intervene and control 
populations. ',A secondary purpose of limiting prairiedog expansion 
is to en's&e .that.they would not colonize the DOE retained area, 
riparian habitat, or xeric tallgrass habitat. 

With regard to plague control, the Service agrees that prairie dog to 
human plague transmission is very rare. However, the Service does 
believe. that plague control is a prudent preventative safety measure. 
The Service currently controls for plague at the Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal!NWR.in areas where visitors are present. 

. .  

. .  

, .  
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Letter # I O  continued Comment 
# 

10-1 9 

10-20 

10-21 

10-22 

10-23 

10-24 

10-25 

10-26 

10-27 

No mcnlion was found i;i the documcnt of how tic S w i c c  will work with !he Jeflcme Somty fiexlth 
I.kpnmcnt on plague rrlmxl i s w ~ .  

( 1  13) City of Ilolrlder Oyeit Slacc nnd .rtourilain I’nrb thp.utrnent’s local cxr#ricnce indicans ilia! prairie dogs 
a:c in no w y  restricted IO hbir that f i t  the IPS9 llabitnt Suimbility Index (IUS) model. With the exception of 
soil rundihxs (dcpth and coqmiiion). wc have found low fideltty of actually prairie dog distribution with &e 
prrdictions ofthe habitat witabiliry model. I t  is uncleu how the WSI (Clippins; 1989) was urrd in dmfling the 
analysis or strstegics associated with piukie dog mmagcmcnL‘comcrvation. (1.5) 

(98) While it may be tnie to chiinscs to hydrolog are beyond the smpc of‘thc <:CPEEEI;. 11- ckin&s m y  have 
puristm: M d  cascading cCfmts upon the ecological sysrcmt; on the sire, especially upon ripannn are= and Iuhitnf 
for lhe fcrienlly lirtcd Prrhle’s m d w  jumping mouse. Given the pokmial si.gificanr irnpcl upit some key 
cmuwntioli issurc. how u t i  the Scwicc conclude tEal they ivc kyond tht scope of :lie plan? (2) 

(136) Sinril~rly. the cnvironmcnt;il clfecrs of mining upon groundwater, r ipnan vegetation and rdbrcqucntly 
Yreblr’s mwdow jumping mouse are 1101 fully nnalyrcd. (7) 

(99) After describing how wind-b!osm sand fmm adjacent mining arcas diswrbcd xeric wllgms E&, vis CCP 
does not identify any strategies to abate the thrcst orfuturc wind deposition onto thc refuge. Why isn’t D smtqy 
prophsed in the vcgctsiion mnxnagernent =!ion? 6 )  

(13s-9) Thc uw of”arernge patch sim” is :ui interesting oppraich to quantifying lcvcls of fragmmtntion. 
Ilowc\~o, would it riot Is IWK informrive to compare the distributioit o f p i c k s  o f w i n g  sire, n ib thy, 
thcir a v m g c  sjzc? IXsiribution i s  IMIC infommtivc beuuse it rcflmLz on the g m i d  conditions. whncns 
ovcras ralucs dati‘! provide much infmmtion nbout thc I iwdxap cootcxt. Without infomion nri numkr of 
patches, it i s  1101 even possible to gnin P sense ofthe variance or ~ n g r  in ptch si?,. Is this wnccpt i n t - u d d  as 
an illuscn:i\’c p r t  of Ihc plan or B u q  of nvasuring or communicating ruckcs;tl Considtr elhrmtirr 
picmirations tllat  nay h t t u  dcscrilr t t x  situstiun(r.p. in+ile a riinp colix coded by fropent size or a 
tzbldchart of fragment size distribu;ionf. c*c5 the Service amch sipificnncc to the d q r e  tkrt trails. two tracks. 
OT m d m F  (seldom or unused) cmte  fngnimtc? (1J.S) 

(i40) It is appropriate h r  the Seervice tu conclude that there is only “rcmotc potential” for biological controls to 
affcct non-target plsni spries. For exanplc. one of the b i m t r o l  agrnts idortilied in thc CCl!WS. che ficld 
bindwccd mite, has thc po:ential for sipniiicm: adverse imnpac’s upon n nnPre hedge bindwccd (Ca/pegiu 
srpiurn) which is n lonl ly  lu~ommr~m rare plan: spxies. ’Ibis native specics hns bcen coll&tcd on the bite of the 
pioposcJ icfttgc. ’this s y ~ t e s  has ken nccntly dnrumcntcd ( 24 June 1999) at Rocky Flats. It is nlso hxm 
fmm ;hc fullowinK Front Rmgc counties: Boulder, Lknvn; Weld snd L3linwr. 

(7) ntr City or Boulder Open Space aid Ma.intain Parks lkpanrnent 3uppoci thc consenmion o f  I d s  adjaccnc 
to the site’s wcscrn boundary. 

(3s) Stnkgy 12.6 identifies rcgionll efforts to implcmcnt tallgrass v i n e  consemdon. The City of Bouldtt 
Gwen Space and Mounwin Park. has wckcd with tbe Colomcto Narural Arcas p m p m  (0 d t s i p t e  a 6Dtc 
VabrraI AXI for the c m x t i o n  uf tnllgnss prnirie. Thc Depmmcnt lmks fonn3rd ID oppomutitics lo work 
with the %wire irt conserving all g n u  prairie; and suggcsts that Rcfugc manngcrs mnuct the CoIomdo Nsntral 
Arcas Ihog;rm to discuss lhe appmlmnteness ofstntc N n m l  Area dcsigtiation for thc sitc.(S) 

(4 I ) ‘ibe City of Rouldcr Open Space m d  Mountsin Parks dcpnnrnent has rome eapcricncc in pniric dog 
mapping, wbich would hc Iiimty IO s h m  whh the Rcfugc mnapns. (5 )  

(12.5) 

, 

.. I .  . Response 

10-19. As described in Objective 5.2 - Conservation, the Service 
will work with local governments to coordinate resource management 
issues. “This would include issues related to plague. 

1-0-20. -The,1989 Habitat Suitability Index model was used to 
esiimate thelocation and extent of potential prairie dog habitat on the 
Refuge, as shown in Figure 17. The Service is aware that prairie 
dogs often colonize areas that are outside of predicted habitat areas. 
Indeed, tl@e Is, historical documentation of potential prairie dog 
colonies withinthe xeric tallgrass community where both the soils 
and the vegetation smcture do not fall within the parameters of the 
model. Hpwever, %e Service believes that it is likely that the 
historical prairie dog colonization of the tallgrass community was 
related to market-driven grazing practices by former landowners. For 
these reasons, the HIS model was used for general guidance and the 
prairie;dog management objectives were designed to allow for 
intervention-to prevent the colonization of “non-habitat” areas such as 
the.xeric tallgiass prairie. 

10:21. rGe Service agrees that potential hydrological changes related 
to sife closure and permitted mining may have substantial effects on 
Refuge resources. From a NEPA standpoint, these changes will 
occur before the CCP/EIS takes effect, essentially altering the 
“baseline” conditions. These changes are discussed under Future 
Baseline Conditions in Section 3.3 ,  Water Resources. DOE is 
consulting with the Service to minimize impacts on the Preble’s from 
these hydrologic changes. 

It is noteworthy that the best Preble’s habitat at Rocky Flats appears 
to be in the Rock Creek drainage where there is no imported water. 
The hydrologic changes will surely impact other plant and animal 
resources.at tj~e site. Unfortunately, the Service is required by the 
Refuge Act to complete the CCP before the RFCA parties approve 
final plans.for re-configuring the site’s industrial watersheds and it is 
not possible.to determine what resources may be impacted, and how, 
Gy :thosehydrologic changes. 

10-22. The FEIS has been revised to note that the Service would 
work With the.-mining operators and appropriate regulatory agencies 
to minimize and mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition on 

. . . . . . . .  

. .  

the Refuge ... i . 
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Comment # I Letter #10 continued 

10-28 

10-29 

10-30 

10-31 

10-32 

(d2) Keintroductlnn cffiirls for plains sh;uF"dtlrd y.uuSC Jnd fish flke cwpcntire gTo.oun: rcirimJducIlun project 
of:w)3 mulied in VILT two dona hvds being introthiccd IO t L  urtd. not five. ( 5 )  

(55) City of Brtiildn Space and h~oun~~ttl1'Jrks rangers arc srrtificd pcacc oficm dsd uildland kwtightcn 
capable ofpm\tding e m & c n c y  rcsponw. lhe COB Open Spce and Mounwu, Parks Dcparuncnt l w k p  foraiard 
in dtxumng gprop;iaie cwrdinnlian ofserwces ( 5 )  
I 
(56) Ohjlztrw 5 2 (Cun\cmtimi) 'For m y  yean. reprcwnrativa olDoulda om] JcCiwMn Cwnry rry~cc 
manapmmt agcncies met periodically nt u "Resource Manager's Roundtable". Thew mertings lapsed in the 
1990's The krvrce'$ coinniitnicn! (under Altcrnntirc B, C and 1)) IQ meet annunti> uith Iwl agencies, could 
P;OI%IC imprnrr t ( ~  rc-carblish thew meelmgs and lever~gc communiation ammg many ngmckc ra~her than jW 
between tach agency and the 9wwc ( 5 )  

The Sm7m hJs propoul unys oimcnnmng SUCEWS rod infamung an sdapun manipment appnhlEh far moa 
ofthc recommended rmtcjiin. Hourrer, the there 19 almost m monimng dcrmkd for che objectiyes and 
swtcgies nrwiatcd uith Cml $5 \'.'em vety interested in w o r h g  with the Scrnce to drrcloy, s~nng, 
indicators of ogcnc). cvordrnation 4 coopemt~on (2.4.5) 

I'1e;lsc feel free to c(mt3ct mc if you have questions about these cormnos Good luck wth the i s a t  plnx of Ihe 
planmng prouts. The City olBoulder opol Space d Mounlsin P a d s  Dqwtmcnt looks Toward to continued 
coll~hrrJiicrn with the Scn ice 

720-564-2046 
gasIumm@ci.hnuldcr,co u s  

CC' 

Will Tnor, Slaycir. City nf Bouldcr 
Shun  McCrath. Council Mcmhcr. City ofi3ouldrr 
Xiikc Pniion. Dircc:or Cit). ofRouldcr 
k n y  Mucllcr, I'olicy Advisor, Chy o f  I+oiorllder, City Msnnger'r Office 
Dlve Kuntl Ili\isinn hlanagcr Planning and Technical SCMCCS. City ofUoulda @a, Spce and 
Moimtam Parks 

Space and Mountain Parks 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. . .  
Response 

10-23. Tlie presentation of "average patch size" is intended to be a 
genefal indicator of habitat fragmentation to compare the alternatives. 
For the pkposes of the patch size analysis, all roads, regardless of 
their .size, were considered equally. Although other, possibly more 
complex indicators are possible, they were not considered during the 
analysis process. 

10-24.. Objective 1.5 - Weed Management has been revised to 
elaborate ;that the use of biological control agents will be carefully 
planned to reduce potential impacts on native species. 

10-25. The Service appreciates regional collaboration in protecting 
the ecological function of the Refuge and its interaction with 
neighboring open space areas. Working with others is one of the six 
planning goals of the Refuge. 

10-26. The'Service looks forward to opportunities to work with the 
City of Boulder..and other jurisdictions/agencies in the regional 

. .  

oneof tallgrass prairie. 

u for the offer of the City's assistance. Working 
ne of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

3.5 of the FEIS was revised. . . .  

10-29. -The Service is dedicated to working with other jurisdictions to 
coordinate management and emergency response efforts, and looks 
forward to working with the City. 

10-30. Th.e Service ,would support the establishment of periodic 
"roundtable'; ,meetings to better coordinate regional resource 
management efforts. 

10-31. The Service acknowledges that many of the measures for 
Goal 5 -  Working With Others are qualitative and subjective. 
However, theobjectives illustrate the Service's desire to work with 
the'citfandiother entities on regional resource management issues. 

10-32: Th+k you for your comments. 
. .  

. ;  ; 
' . 1  .. 
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Letter #I I Comment 
# 

11-1 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  .. - . _ . .  -. ... 
' . _ : .  . . , 

: .  I. . . .  . 
. .-, :. 

, 

. . 
' I .  

* -. . .  
ii-1. ~&k 'you  for your comments. 

1 lr2j The MOU between the Service and DOE will be signed prior 
to Refuge'establishment. The physical boundaries and how the lands 
retained by DOE will be demarcated will be defined by the RFCA 
parties and will not be identified in the MOU. 

11-3.. See response to comment 1 1-2. 

11-4. See response to comment 1 1-2. 

11-5. See response to comment 11-2. 

11-6: Current Preble's populations at Rocky Flats have been 
documented by the DOE and are included in the Preble's 

' Meadow Jumping Mouse Protection Area shown on Figure 16 
' - Wildlife Resources. Riparian and wetland vegetation is 
' sho&.in Figure 13 - Vegetation. 

, 
. 
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Letter #I1 continued Comment 
# 

11-2 

11-3 

11-4 
11-5 

11-6 

11-7 

11-8 

11-9 

11-10 

Response 

11-7.: 1t:is the intention of the Service to manage Preble's populations 
within the constraints that will exist at Refuge establishment. 
Reduced surface water flow is anticipated to be one of those 
constraints. The Refuge Act specifically protects existing private 
property rights on the Refuge, including water rights and related 
easements. 'However, the Service will not preclude future voluntary 
acquisition of water rights on a willing-seller basis. 

11-8; Due to the level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refbge management, and public concerns about access to the Rehge, 
the Service has elected to maintain the public use implementation 
plan that was proposed in the DEIS. The Service would be obligated 
to address ec,ological concerns related to noxious weeds and the 
revegetation'of unused roads on the Refuge. By focusing staffing and 
budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations,&d initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new.disturbance onto the landscape. The Service has 
considered.expanding the amount of trail to be opened in the first 5 
years, and has revised Objective 2.13 -Recreation Facilities to allow 
greater flexibility to open additional trails in the first five years if 
restoration objectives are met and there is funding to open additional 
trails. The Service will not open trail connections to adjacent open 
space lands until those regional connections are in place. 

11-9. See response to comment 1 1-7. In addition, the Refuge access 
roads wer,e designed to provide reasonable access to the McKay 
Ditch, the Upper Church Ditch, and other private property rights at 
Rocky Flats. The Service will work with the City and County of 
Broomfield to'ensure reasonable access to ditches and associated 
easements:. . 

11-10. The-Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City and .County of Broomfield, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and 
the p'ublic:d&ing the development of an Integrated Pest Management 
Plan.' - '  

. . .  

. . .  
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Letter #I1 continued Comment 
# 

11-11 

11-12 

11-13 

11-14 

11-15 

11-16 

11-17 

11-18 

11-19 

Response 

11111; See response to comment 11-10. The Service is committed to 
working.withthe City and County of Broomfield and other 
jurisdictions in addressing your concerns about weed management at 
the Refuge. A step-down Integrated Pest Management Plan would 
incorporate those concerns, as well as many of the current practices 
that are employed by DOE. 

11-12. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City and Courity.of Broomfield, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and 
the public'dking the development of a step-down Vegetation 
Managemht Plan and a specific Fire Management Plan. While the 
Service does not have management jurisdiction over the lands to be 
retained by DOE, it,is our understanding that because of public 
concerns,. prescribed fire would not be used within the retained area. 
In addition, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the 
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and 
Woman Cieek to the south (Figure 10). 

11-13. Biological control measures would be carefully applied to 
avoid adverse effects to native species. The FEIS has been revised to 
include this language. 

11-19. GrGing programs would be highly managed, and would 
include'.adequate fencing to keep livestock out of the DOE retained 
area or other non-target areas. 

11-15. While the specific protocols for weed mapping and data 
sharing are not addressed in the CCP, the Service would be willing to 
share the annual weed mapping data with other jurisdictions and the 
public. .. : :, .<: 

11-16. The Service looks forward to partnering with the City and 
County.of Broomfield, as well as other jurisdictions during all aspects 
of Refuge management. 

11117. Target.populations would be quantified based on habitat and 
population ,conditions and would be based on the professional 
judgment ,of Service and CDOW staff. 

11-18.; 1ftarget.populations were to be determined for each 
alterriative,sthey would likely vary depending on the level of public 
use in .the'alt'ernatives, as well as the habitat conditions that would 
vary between alternatives. 

. ,; : . - : ; < c  '.. 
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Comment # I Letter #I 1 continued Response 
. .  

1 .  ~. . j .  

11-19. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky , ,  Flats. 

11-20. The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge. 
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
contamination. While the Service is not responsible for prairie dogs 
within;the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination 
shou1d:not be.an issue on the Refuge, as a management partner with 
fhe DOE it i! prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie 

tion and to keep those populations away from the retained . .  

11-21> Altemative D would allow for prairie dog relocation from 
other:j&isdiCtions. _, . . Alternative B, the Proposed Action, does not. 

11-22:: The p;airie dog is an integral component of the prairie 
ecosystem. While there is about 2,400 acres of potential prairie dog 
habitat, thererire currently about 10 acres of prairie dog colonies at 
Rocky Flats.'.The Service believes that it is prudent to manage for 
some prairie dog expansion, and that the 750-acre maximum 
threshold for prairie dog expansion would allow for a reasonable limit 
on,sustainable prairie dog expansion. Prairie dogs would not be 
permitted tocolonize riparian or wetland habitat, xeric tallgrass 
habitat, pr.the DOE retained area. 

be adequate 'to manage prairie dogs and other Refuge resources. 

11-24. Plague control methods include the dusting of burrows to 
control fleas that spread plague. The discussion in Objective 1.7 - 
Prairie Dog Management has been revised to clarify that plague 
control'methods will be used to protect prairie dog populations as 
well as'Rehge visitors. 

11-25. The Service will provide this information to the City and 
County of Broomfield. 

. .  

I 

ervice believes that the proposed funding levels would 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
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Response 

11-26. ' f i e  Service would work with the City and County of 
Broomfield, as well as other neighboring jurisdictions, in developing 
plans for 'any.species reintroductions to the Refuge. 

11,27. The Service would like to clarify that between 1.4 and 3.2 
acres of xeric tailgrass prairie would be disturbed by the new trails 
alignm-ts (including those revised from the Draft CCP/EIS) that are 
propoSed:i,ndltemative B. With regard to trail implementation, see 
response-to comment 11- 8. 

. .  . , .. 

I . \  , 

# 1 -  Letter #I 1 continued 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

11-28. The-basis for evaluating the impacts fiom public use or other 
Refuge activities (Table 10) were determined on an resource-specific 
basis, considerin'g the nature of that resource on the Refuge and the 
range of possible effects to that resource. 

11-29. Air- quality impact thresholds in Table I O  have been revised. 

11-30. :The proposed trail configuration for Alternative B in the 
soutliem'portion of the Refuge was revised to improve connectivity 
and provide a higher quality and more diverse visitor experience. 
While trail revisions slightly extend the length of trails proposed in 
Alternative:g, they are still within a range that is reasonable for the 
Service's goals for Alternative B. The Service does not believe that 
the benefits of significant trail additions warrant the increased 
construction and maintenance expense that they would require. 

11-31. Trail design, signage, education, and law enforcement would 
be used to promote a positive trail experience for all users. 

11-32. Thank you for your comments and participation. 

1 1733. '$e Service recognizes the importance of coordinated trail 
plrinning, apd is encouraged by the efforts of neighboring 
jurisdictions to develop trail connections that complement Refuge 
trails, including a north-south connection on the east side of Indiana 
Street:,As descr'ibed in strategy 2.13.13, trail connections could 
inc1ude.a trail'underpass at Indiana Street. 

. . -. 
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11 -34 
11 -35 
11 -36 

11 -37 
11 -38 

11 -39 

1140 

11-41 

1142 

1143 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

11-34. Thank you for your comment and participation. 

11-35. Portable restrooms will be available at the visitor contact 
station v d  main trailhead, but not at the perimeter trailheads. 

11-36: The proposed trailhead along SH 128 was located because of 
existing access and an existing disturbed area, access to striking 
view's from the pediment top overlooking the Rock Creek drainage, 
A d  easy and low impact access to internal trails. A specific location 
that is closer to the grade of the existing roadway would be 
considered in the design process. 

11-37. Objective 2.2 -Public Access has been revised to elaborate 
that the adcess hours will be from dawn to dusk. 

11-38. objective 2.13 - Recreation Facilities, has been revised to 
elaborate'on the nature of interpretive signage at the Rehge 
en tfa,n ces . 1. 

. .  

. .  

, .  . 

, .  . 
11-39. Thank you for your comments and participation. 

11i40. ' 6 a n k  you for your comments and participation. 

11-41.. Th&k.you for your comment and participation. 

11-42. 'The Service believes that a limited, highly managed hunting 
program'would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent 
recreation.on the Rehge, and would complement other tools for 
mapaging ungulate populations. Note that Objective 1.6 - Deer and 
Elk Management, -md Objective 2.10 - Hunting Program, have been 
revised to better correlate the establishment and analysis of target 
population. sjze and public hunting programs. 

11-43. Thank you for your comment and participation. 
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Letter #ll continued Comment 
# 

1144 

11-45 

1146 

11-47 

1148 

11-49 

11 -50 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  . 

, .. .. J , ._ .'. . .. . 
I. . . . .  

Response 

11-44. q e  Service welcomes Broomfield's input to education 
progams, as well as independent research proposals. 

11-45. The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be sufficiently remediated and certified prior to the establishment of 
the Refuge. . .  .- .. ,Qe,Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup, but the. EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities 
proposed .in the CCP, would be safe. 

However, .the- Service also acknowledges the concerns of many 
members of the public.regarding the location and level of residual 
contamination on lands that will become the Refuge. For this reason, 
we have added an additional discussion of contamination issues in 
Section 1:8. The Service welcomes Broomfield's input into public 
outreach ar$ interpretation efforts. 

11-46. The Service welcome's Broomfield's input and participation 
during the development of a step-down Visitor Services Plan, as well 
as throughout the Refuge management process. 

11-47. See response to comment 11-46. 

11-48. The Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the 
history ofthe site, the location and nature of residual contamination, 
and ielative risks associated with the Refuge. These would be 
developed in a step-down Visitor Services Plan. 

1 b49. 'All step-down plans, including a Visitor Services Plan, would 
be completed after the MOU is completed and cleanup protocols are 
in place. No step-down plans ~ l l  be developed until after the site 
becomes 1 .  a'refuge. 
;#... .,.e. > . . ' . . .  
11-50., See response to comment 1 1-48. 
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11 -54 iir rsildliiii ;tnd tr*ildliR hahicut 

11 -55 
11 -56 station. 
11 -57 

- .  Response 

11-51. See response to comments 11-7 and 11-9. 

11-52. Thank you for your comment and participation. 

11-53. 1n:the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
between the Rehge and the DOE retained area be “seamless” with 
few obvious visual differences. Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates 
that the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural 
fence andlor permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior 
property.boundary,. keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and 
clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fence 
would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, 
&d would not ‘be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

11-54.’]The Service looks forward to working with Broomfield and 
other adjacent jurisdictions to coordinate and improve the regional 
managemenijof wildlife and their habitat. 

11-55;See response to comment 11-35. 

11-56.,. TI& Service plans on installing a cistern or other storage 
system’to.provide water to the visitor contact station, offices, and 

. .  

maintenance activities, including servicing 
restrooms, would occur independent of whether a visitor contact 

. .  . .  . . ; .  .~ 

. .  

s - .  
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Letter # I  1 continued 

11 -58 

11 -59 

11 -60 

11 -61 

11 -62 

11 -63 

11 -64 

11 -65 

11 -66 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 
. .  . .  

11-58, The transfer of existing structures for a Refuge maintenance 
facilhy will likely occur prior to Rehge establishment. 

11i59;. The additional discussion of contamination issues in Section 
EPA and CDPHE concur that the lands to 
be safe for any proposed Refuge 

11-60. The.Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement 
presence on the Refuge. However, the Service does believe that the 
proposed levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the 
management objectives that are proposed in the CCP. 

11-61: See response to comment 11-53. 

11-62. The Service agrees that surface mining would have an adverse 
impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources, and 
would not be'compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the 
NWRS. The Service has expressed to DOE that it will not accept the 
transfer'of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until 
the United States owns the associated mineral rights, or until mined 
lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands. 

11-63. Chapter 4 has been revised to include additional analysis of 
the potential cumulative effects of mining on Rehge resources. 

11-64. 'See'response to comment 1 1-62. There is no plan to transfer 
land ,jYom: DOE to DO1 prior to closure of the site. 

11-65. The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be sufficiently'remediated and certified prior to the establishment of 
the'Refuge. .The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have accepted that all activities 
bidposed in.'the CCP will be safe. The exact nature of the 
certification, as well as issues related to the de-listing of the site or 
portions thereof from CERCLA, are matters for the EPA and the 
other.@CA p,arties. The RFCA parties have sought input fiom the 
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Comment # I Letter #I1 continued 

11 -67 

11 -68 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  

Response 

11-67.. The Rehge Act directed that the land to be made available for 
transportation improvements should not extend more than 300 feet 
from-the Indiana Street right-of-way. The Service acknowledges that 
the transfer of land for the purposes of transportation improvements is 
the responsibility of the DOE and would occur prior to the 
establishment of the Rehge. However, the Rehge Act directs the 
Service to make recommendations on land that could be made 
available for transportation improvements. To that end, the FEIS 
i,ncludes a new Section 4.16, which discusses potential concerns that 
the Service would have related to any transportation improvements 
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

11-68. :Thank you for your comments and participation. 
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Letter #I 1 continued Comment 
# 

his. I.itunc Shannon 
May 14.?004 - Hcviscd Cornmenis 
l'agc I 1  of I I 

Joc Legare. DOE 
Jotin Kampc. DOE 

Response 

, .. 
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Comment 7 Letter # I2 

April 23.2lU-1 

12-2 

12-3 

We a n  c o n c e d  abut  the hvcl of pmccrion for the I'MJbl if the wucr 
availstdo after remediation d n u  not r u p p ~  a riprian hbiw, T h i s  issue h a  not 
ken ele3rly l c ~ l l v e d .  

Riparian Area (wcdamfs. r ip611 areas d crrcks) - As ihc 8munI d surface 
W~IIX i s  rdsed ,  %<e do nol wwi the Sewicc in rnaintoin my n m - d e  3 1 ~ 3 )  
rrquiring imporuiion of water to nuintiin habitats within thesc ~ J S .  This i s m  
LIS nol k r i  clcwiy rcsolvnl. Riparian and wetland hitbi~pt mtwpmcnt in 
Aticrnarive I1 would include ik Ufuicn for sekrlin cwlusim, of 
p i n g h o w s i n g  nniimls Crom sensitive riprim ureas tising fenrm. Addiliond 
chmctrrizaiion of the liuffcr "kiw will only inelude wfwe soils s i d  

Response 

12-1. Thank you for your comments. 

12-2. DOE has been working with the Service to minimize impacts 
on the Preble's from hydrologic changes of site closure. It is the 
intention of the Service to manage Preble's populations with the 
resources that will exist when the Refuge is established. Reduced 
surface water flow is anticipated to be one of the hydrologic changes. 
The Rehge Act specifically protects existing property rights on the 
Rehge, including water rights and related easements. However, the 
Service would consider future voluntary acquisition of water rights 
on a willing-seller basis. 

12-3. See response to comment 12-2. 

Any residual contamination in the buffer zone is limited to surface 
contamination that is well below cleanup levels that are required to 
protect public safety. All areas with significant surface or subsurface 
contamination will be within the lands to be retained by DOE, and 
will be remediated. For that reason, the EPA and CDPHE have 
verified that Refuge operations, including the digging of fence posts, 
would not expose additional contamination to Refuge workers or the 
public. 

' ,  . . . ... 
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I comment 
# 

~ ~~ 

Letter # I2  continued 

12-4 

12-5 

12-6 

12-7 

12-8 

Laurie Slwunrm 
Atxi1 23. X U  

coniamimrion could potcntirlly hc mounterd during tk proxz.s to dig holes 
for posts for fencing to cxcludo ungulster. h i d e  City with nny ~ R 4 r m  
M tong-tern, plms. if my. to tmitor ondlw sample fur contamination during 
excavation or any soil diuwbance. 

Ohitrtice 13 - Xeric Tullern~s hbnazemnt 

Suppan if mas already contain X C ~ C  w l l p s .  U'o do M( want 10 expend 
sdditional funds h~ m y  hc ukcn from long.tcrm ucwinlrhip (L'I'S) activities. 
R i m  will cventudly tmture to shbluod and we do no1 know what the 
Sewicc's plans will he to nuintnin the xeric wllpss. if $oil is disturbed. will a 
RJiologicsl Coriwd Technician (RCI') be available IO urnnilor for 
contamination? We mcd the COS estimate IO ~ e s t o ~ ~  Parge m s  of p s l m d  and 
the potential for the habitat restoration IO trsuccessful. 

S,hirctivc tJ -Mixed Grnssland PrnirieZianoMnmnl 

Tilling and ouy disturbance of soil will have to hue conuols in place 10 ensun 
contamieation is n a  dispersed into the envuonmnt or (hat che fnuprim of I ~ E  
InduUrinl A m  (M) is e n t q d .  If sui1 ir dist&&. will a RCT be w d l a b k  IO 
mnitw for conwmination? We supptxtrcvc~ctclrtion of che hay fields. 

Ohitrtivr 1.4. W m d  Hshtmtlan and Reuceetalian 

We wil l  q u i r e  roads IO access monitming sratiolrt and remedies. FMtrCr 
discussion is rcqsird. If .mil is dircwtuf. will 8 RCI' k rvrilsbk to monitor for 
conmtniwtion? We need to ewun a d s  w nuintained to Irratmcnl units. caps. 
and inmitoring mas such as uu.fls. dtainugcs, and xir mnitoring statim. We 
ruppon ihr nmrJ of culvens in a r c s  where d r  will no longcr be q u i d .  
but tlry should be kept in areas w h e ~  vehicle M t c  will hc wed IO monitor I h  
rcmdg. We ask that you work with us IO ensure rruintaiiml roads ax naailable 
io me&$ ihe IA and the above mcntiod stcr.Oniship IUcuiMs. 

Ohicrtivc 15 - Weni hlanawmml 

Tbc City supports ~ h c  idcntifd tools for wed n u n a p m m  for Alrrmarivr B. 
We ask i o  k. consultnl and allowcd 10 pmiripaie in the devclopmnt of an 
InrrpteJ ku hfnnasn*nt (IPhl) pltn fur the RFlr;WK. 

Ciraring . W e  sup* gn12ing in the nm-IA. il goats are used fix 0;erd 
rnanogcmnl. U'c s u w  use of cattle in thc hay lields In caurihute to a nwps 
diverse cl-oloficut ecosytwn. AnirNlr tnuu ke ccncmlld hy IctnpMary Clcl-tIiC 
f e r n .  Ihc to I& potential risk of mnaining conlainination on the surfucc and 
in the mbsurhce. FraTj& b n~ accrpablc in thc U. Other optians are 
acceWMC i fcOnUOkd 3nd 8 plan is in p i a n  and the public has %,IJ oppan&y 10 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. . .  ~ ~~~~ 

Response 

12-4. The budget for Refuge management activities, including 
habitat restoration and revegetation would be allocated separately 
through Depirtment of the Interior appropriations. Long-term 
stewardship'of the DOE retained area will be funded through DOE 
appropriations. Xeric tallgrass management activities on the Refuge 
would not'affect budgets for DOE long-term stewardship. 
Maintenance of the xeric tallgrass prairie is one of the reasons 
Congress authorized the Refuge. The Service's plans for maintaining 
xeric tallgrass are described in Objective 1.2 -Xeric Tallgrass 
Management. It is the Service's belief that the xeric tallgrass 
community has persisted for a very long time, and is the climax 
vegetative community on the portions of the site it occupies. The 
Service believes there is insufficient annual precipitation at this site to 
allow the xeric tallgrass community to advance successionally into a 
shrubland. If that were the case, a shrub/scrub community likely 
would have replaced the tallgrass prairie in the time since DOE 
acquired most of the land in 195 1. 

The Service does not plan to employ a Radiological Control 
Technician to monitor habitat restoration activities. The CDPHE and 
EPA have verified that such activities can be conducted on future 
refuge lands without threatening human health. In regard to general 
issues about residual contamination, see the response to comment 12- 
3, as well as the expanded discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEIS. 

12-5. See.resp0ns.e to comment 12-3, as well as the expanded 
discussion in Section 1.8 of the FEE. 

12-6: The Refuge access roads were designed to provide reasonable 
access to the DOE retained area, all monitoring facilities, ditches and 
pther private property rights at Rocky Flats. The DOE will retain 

cleanup and remedy facilities. 

12-7. n e  Service,would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of.Wesfmihter:other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during :fhe!:development ... ... , . of an Integrated Pest Management Plan. 

ty for all of the lands and access roads related to the 

- .  2:. . 
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Comment 7 Letter # I 2  continued 

12-9 

12-10 

12-11 

12-12 

12-13 

12-14 

lauric Shannon & 
t\nril 23. 2Ouj 
Rgc 3 

publicly comment. Our decision will also h based on the wnpling mnhdotogy 
fer tbr. Buifer Zom: and Mint S p m s  nnd thc asults of the sampling. 

Preacrihnl fire - If using pascrihed ftre. work usith Westminster on 
coiripmknrivc bum plan, Ihe nwnimurn am.? to br burned dwuld not c s d  
the c m n t  nu\irnurn m a  nllowcd in the Revegct~tion Plan. Air mitwing ami 
qurlificd RCF ~hnuhl  both be in place during thc bwns. 

Ycuicidca and Herhirides Usc . Support liinitcd USE with an n p v c d  list of 
chemicals and that imticide or herbicide applicsian should only be uscd with 
a s s w t u e  tlut d x e  wnta quality wit1 na( te ncgativeiy imputed. Wli?e 
cuntnt pmw of nmificatlw to l c d  governmnrr. 

S)hlcctivc 1.6. Rcrr owl  Flk .\lannccnitnt 

We wiil withhold judgment on hunting until the results of the tissue swnpling 
(tat is k ing  csnicd out, is cvmpietd. H'c reiterate thit tk vwicc should dcfcr 
its fiwl decision on hunting at the RFhWR until rtnalytiwl data ir rcccivcd from 
the hum deer tissue to rnluate the up& of plwonium andim wniunt in 
uapubtrs. IJunting must cd limited to archn) or c m h w  only; we do IW 
suppun ihe usc of sh~~gitns or rnu~Acloldur due 10 the pmimity of high use 
highways and comrrcial and nsblentid map. 
p r ~ t ~ ~ l s  rw irlensing culled aninwlr off-site? If the animals xrc IIM ruwumd. 
how will RVS JiCporc of cmaws? At chis paint ue do OM suppar PI1 
expanded hunting propam d t h  such 3 ihost phsJrd in apprcs~h. The tw*ycu 
rcinvesrigation I'orqning the site to M k r  hustcn shurld bc at lcs1 fir- yeus. 

The CCP/wS should delineate ciactly where mi Ihc d u g  porriblc hunting 
areas will he Iwstd. 1 % ~  m s  must have 8 definite earlusiw a e a  from 
sumrunding public and prirnle lands. 

Obicctivc 1.7- h t i i r i c  Ibr Flanaeernco~ 

We ruppufl. if thcg do no( irnpct the rcmuly. Wc ark B spccificd distnncc f m  
the Indust~in'd Arm to thc pnirk dog ruionics le iJcntifted in thc pruirie dog 
nunagenlent plan IO require a cwrectirc pction to relocate the p i r i c  dogs. The 
mect ive  action riU cnswe prowtion or the x d y  nnd rtaintain cnntrol of 
rtsidud cmtlunirwtion. Under no circumuxccs slmuld p i &  dogs k relocated 
to tk W W V R  froin auniulmling canlmmitics. Any colonies nenr ~ r & y  areas 
MUST be telncattil wctsdifatod. 

Ohiwtivr 1.H - Sprries Rrlnlrr*1tKliatJ 

Will Ihc. Sile h v e  ihhc 

Response 

12-8. Depending on how it is applied, grazing by both goats and 
cattle can serve as a weed management tool, an ecological restoration 
tool, both, or neither. Grazing is mentioned under several different 
objectives (1.2 -Xeric Tallgrass Management, 1.3 - Mired 
Grassland Prairie Management, and 1.4 - Weed Management) as a 
tool that I s  available to achieve that objective. As noted by the State 
Weed Coordinator in comment 6-6, it is important to maintain 
flexibility in.applying managed grazing to site-specific conditions. 

?e Service does not have management jurisdiction over DOE- 
retained, 1,ands;including most of the Industrial Area. The Service has 
not recommended any grazing activities within DOE retained lands 
and is not aware.of any proposal by the RFCA parties to graze those 
lTds,for any reason. 

12-9. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during'ee development of a step-down Fire Management Plan. The 
EPA-and CDPHE have verified that all of the proposed Refuge 
management gctivities, including prescribed fire, would be safe. 
However, in response to concerns about residual contamination 
associated with the 903 pad, the Service has taken a conservative 
approach and'does not'propose using prescribed fire on the eastern 
portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman 
Creek to the south (Figure 8). The Service will rely on CDPHE 
recommendations and requirements regarding air monitoring during 
any application of prescribed fire. 

12-10. See response to comment 12-7. The Service is committed to 
working with the City of Westminster and other jurisdictions in 
addressing .concerns about weed management at the Refuge. A step- 
down Integrated Pest Management Plan would incorporate those 
concerns, as well as many of the current DOE practices. The Service 
complies with EPA-approved labels. All proposed pesticide 
appli,cations on the Refuge would go through a rigorous Pesticide Use 
Propos.al review process in accordance with DO1 policy, prior to use 
on the Refuge. 
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I I Letter # I 2  continued 

12-1 5 

12-1 6 

12-1 7 

12-1 8 

12-1 9 

hurie Shannon 
April 23. X n l  
Page 4 

O h i d v e  2.2 - Puhlic Acrrcs 

Tmils - Final decisions w i l t  be h a d  on the insrituional controls of thc !A. 
Westminster would like an additional frm mil horn the Wca~minsltr WC~SS 

point on lndiam to thc O\erlmk in &e lwthrm pan of &IC site. The multiusc 
mil dong the souhmi boundary must h: far enough fmm che p l d  W n d a  
devclopmcnt so as to have D buffer k t w c n  the two. In support of Mhn lrml 
govcrnnwnts. trails on tlk southern'riide of che Refuge Strould have loops to 
prevent wia l  trails. 'Ik mulri-ur trails should bc c l w l y  monitored toidentify 
lung-can impmu, to 11% surrounding eeologicnl communitics. cspociafly fnxn 
e q ~ u i r n  and hieing UK. With hikers. bikers, and W h e k  nden all utilizing 
ik snmc multi-uw trial. somc public visiton my nM re lhese activities ns 
cornp;llibk on the ym tnil. Clarify the prcxes to c u m  hilrrs will have a 
quality rareatimal use of the mils while still UIIdLTSlsding thc n d r  of the 
bikers and q w u i a n  USCIS. 

Quemian usc - We do not suppwt cqwstrlsn usc cm the nonhem lwlf of the 
Hefug due to che seii&tivc habitat and wildlife located in Rock Ocek and 
Wslnut Creck dninoger. We suppan cquestrian UY on scuthcrn mils only. but 
hnve Ihe following questions: 

0 

0 

i low will ridcrs stay M) designated mils? 
Who will cnforec chc activity and ensure the activity is only on 
designated unils? 
l f a s u  will have to be Lrpr ou1 of h e  IA md dminakw. What mnmls 
will he in place to prolcct the water? 
wc lit& to review the stdiu of qucsuian uie I &r h p m n t  or 
I k fenx  (UOU) and Uepmmcnt of h i g y  (DOE) rites and thcu inipacls 
to ecolqicA systems and rcmul i .  

Mounwjn hiking - We suppurl mountain bikiq on all frrinrter trails. but h V e  
the following questions: 

e 
How will riders s ~ y  on designated trails? 
\Wm will cn fmc  the activity and emurc the activity is only on 
Jesigmud mils? Bikes will hvcr to k kcpc oul of the W mtd drainiges. 
what moals will k in phcc IO proten the wau? 

Off-trail usc - \Vc support duriug scnsang dctivities wch DS possible hunting 01 
hinl watching. We ncrd more information a b u t  thc Iype of activity and c m ~ l s  
in place to pmtccc thc remcdy. This 3nivby must bc closcly nmitorcd to ensure 
it is pdu~rim only and NO homes or bicycler go off-mil. Carrtmls innst h: in 
place 10 keep pcoplc off the remedy and wt of WE irwintairml arcilf. 

Phased in oppmch - We support the Lindsay R m h  trail king opcncd during 
ihc fur! five year5 and the p h  to revegetate specilk m a s  and opcn the ather 
amas as ttry 3rc prcpmd for public use. 

i .  

Response 

12-1 1.. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
hF,vested.at Rocky.Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminhts. ' he re su l t s  of the.analysis indicate that there is no 
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats.: 

12-12. The exact structure and locations of the proposed hunting 
programs would be documented in a step-down Hunting Plan. The 
Service.would solicit the input and participation of the City of 
Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public during 
the development of this plan. The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to 
propose only,archery and shotguns for deedelk hunting. The 
proposal to allow use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in 
consideration of safety comments received during public review of 
the Draft CCP/ElS. 

, . I  

1.2-13. The EPA and CDPHE have verified that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge. 
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 
facilities within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or 'other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
contamination. While the Service is not responsible for prairie dogs 
within ;the-DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination 
should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management partner with 
the.DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie 
dog population and to keep those populations away from the retained 
Sea. 

During their annual dispersal from natal colonies, prairie dogs may 
move as far as 10 miles or more, pioneering into new areas. Hence, it 
is as likely that-prairie dogs could invade DOE retained lands from 
areas outside Rocky Flats as they could from within the Rehge. 
There isno biologically sound, or practical management reason to 
establislilanylspecific distances to keep prairie dogs away from DOE 
retained lahds:' Other issues such as vegetative structure and natural 
barriers'&emore'important than distances. In any case, DOE will 
need to develop a robust stand of vegetation in the Industrial Area 
and maintain long-term monitoring to prevent burrowing animals 
from.compromising the remedy. 
.. ' . . .  
. . f i ,  . . . ;  
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Comment I 
# .Letter # I2  continued 

12-20 

12-21 

12-22 

12-23 

12-24 

12-25 

12-26 

Lauric Shnnon 
April 23. zw 

Access Hours - Wc supp" th3: the r r lu~c  will hc open only during lhe day with 
identified houn of operrrion. We suppon the access poinls identified in Ihc plan 
for Alternitive 1% thzt directs visitors to orientation information. tnilheadr, and 
parking LUFSS. Clvify dre siwage nnd wording for tk access pints thu will 
inform visitors: a b u t  conxrvatiun practicer IUUI pdoritics thz: m y  differ from 
stmutuling oiwn spce wt~is. 

Balance between rcfugc sctisitics ;uul IA protection - W e  Dcal the nrtmandurn 
of'undentmling (MDU) so we can better underrbnd how this issue. is going 10 
he nsolvcdccf. 

Controls ~ DOE ntrds lo itlfdress this inoc in their mndintion dbcumeotr and 
closure dwumcnts such as t l r  Cwrcctive Action DccisinnfRrrord of h i s i o n  
tCAll/KOl>) w Wt-Rtrtky Flats Clunup Agrrmn: (RFCA). Remedy 
pmection will always lave priority over mfuge p l s  and activities. We suppolc 
remcdiotion of the ald f i g  rsnge. W o n  controls have to be cviluated on 
{heir lung-tcrmitnp~c~s and r e t d i o l  action goals. 

Adjacent l a d  Prolectim - The City ruppons ~hc  Srwicc'r pmposal to pursue 
hahitat-protection pmwrships. conwulion casetmnts and/or acquisition of 

. IWIS u w  or ttw: rrrtrgec. 

Ohieclire 2.8 - Environmeatol FAwoIion Ilanning 

Sumx,~~ - We funscr. tlic rlpponuniries the mfugc m y  hnvc fw cdirntion of 
ccdogiual, cnuironnmtnl. and historical inlomutian. Educating the puhlic nnd 
preserving thc historical m c n q  of the site will .service .%verd diffcrmt 
functions. Onc function is to preserve and edwute ~ r y l l c  a thc p s r  use of rhe 
silc during the Chld War em. If UOGO could be q u i d  fw thc 
MuscumlVisitofs Ccntcr. it could be used IO remind future g ~ ~ n t i ~ ~  of was 
with reridiul concurxinution and the need to minuin inuitulionni controls Tbc 
Center would ulso allow thc Service P facility in which to conduct lhdu educntion 
ad outreach programs ns well 3s an operations and miinte- rscility to horrc 
staff. 

OhiwIivc 2.10. lfuntinc I'rwraq 

.%e conuirn! under Objective 1.6 - Dzer and Elk Mziugenlcnt 

Ohiectlvc 2.13 - Rccrention Fnrilities 

Therc s l ~ w l d  bc no p k i n g  fur hwrc tliilrrr a( trailheads wllwr direct c q ~ ~ c s t r i m  
access to the rduge for cqacatrisn ti% i s  nO( allowed. Hiking only pcrinu-ter 
mils. 

Response 

12-14. The Service would work with the City of Westminster, as 
well .as other neighboring jurisdictions, in developing plans for any 
species reintroductions to the Refuge. Such language has been added 
to Objective 1.8 - Species Reintroduction. 

12-15. The Service considered additional trail configurations, 
including,those requested by the City of Westminster, other 
jurisdictions; and organizations. The proposed trail configuration for 
Alternative B'in the southern portion of the Refuge was revised to 
i.mproye connectivity and provide a higher quality and more diverse 
visitor experience. The overall length of trails in Alternative B was 
jncreased,only slightly, so it would not significantly increase the cost 
of maintaining Refuge trails. As described in Objective 1.5 - Weed 
Management, trails would be informally surveyed for new weed 
infestations '+d other ecological issues. Trail design, signage, 
education,. and;law enforcement would be used to promote a positive 
trail experipjEe for,all users. 

12-16;' All*publicuses, including equestrian access, would be 
managed though a combination of signage, education, and law 
enforcement. 'These methods have proven to be effective at other 
Refuges and in many open space areas. 

The Service believes that these same controls would be effective in 
keeping the public out of the DOE retained area. However, in 
response to concerns about access to the DOE retained area, the 
Service has recommended to the RFCA parties that a barbed-wire 
agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks demarcating the interior 
property boundary could be used to delineate the retained area 
without adversely affecting the movement of wildlife or aesthetics on 
the Refuge. . 

12-17.. See response to comment 12-16. 

12-18. Off-trail use would be allowed on a seasonal basis, for 
pedestrian access only, in the areas south of the primary multi-use 
trail in the s9uthern part,of the Refuge (see Figure 25). Use 
;estrictions..would be managed through signage, education, and law 
enforcement. In regard to specific concerns about residual 
contamination, the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed 
publicuses;..including off-trail use, would be safe. In addition, the 
proposed'off-trail use areas are outside of the DOE retained area and 

esidual soil contamination (Figure 4). 

. . . ,.:. , _ '  

. . . I  ~ . .  I 
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Letter # I2  continued Comment 
# 

12-27 

12-28 

12-29 

12-30 

12-31 

12-32 

Qhlwtive 3.1 - StaNSofctv 

Workers shall meet all the regulatwy training requirenwu: including hut n a  
limited to: OSHA. Rndistim Worker. Emergency R c s p ~ l l c .  ctc. 

Ohieclivc 3.2 - Visitor Safctv 

We believe n process should be in plact to pnvcnt ncccss to the IA fmm the 
gencml public. We ruggcst fencing as well as signs posted d thc lA to 
prrwnt access to the area. The r i p s  cwld stnte *Envirtmnrntal Restmtim nnd 
Study Area. Ko Puhlic A c c w  Allowed.' This wuding will IIOI m v c y  I b t  
them is midd conwninotiw in the area. but still pmvidcs a m m h b  
precaution. The lA will contain m i d d  con tami~ i rm in lk sails and 
conwtninsvd gnundu-nta am) we prcfn access to the area only br, given to W S  
M to m n c l  performing stewardship nctivities. Activities allowed ai the 
refuge will be based M controls for thc fA and prcsem of thc Senicc at the site. 

Oblcctlve 41 -Outreach 

Vision? Nerds? Still waiting for the MOU to dctennine nccds and funding. 

(;oat 5 - Workine with Othern 

lrlinenl Rights -This is  s i l l  M ouu;uxling ism. We ud Ctathcr dialogue. 

MOU - nn: City i s  apprehcnrive that the MOU betwccn the Wpartfnmt of 
Interior fWI) nnd che W E  has not k e n  findized. The MOU was to include 
valuable inlanution. which would ctenrly identify the physicnl boundsries mnl 
wcas of ITXIM~CI~ICIU rcsplnsihiliua by DO1 nnd DO& Based on nsiumptions 
chat WCJS with Rsidusl contamilwtion will bc c k d y  d e m a t e d  and died 
and thc krvicc will only rcecivc lnnds wilh less t b n  7 pCilg. Altcrnuth? B is 
our prefend nhmwtivr- I t  is impcnuive the Sewice identify 3 c a w  in the 
CCPEiS plan lhat the finalized activities lunl stepdown msnogen~rd phIS 
(opmtional documents) will k contingent on resolution (0 Ihf hlOU. 
Wcstminstn is wy ccmczmcd the miniy righu issue hw not bccn rrmlval and 
Ihc MOU hu MX bcen signed. The i q n r  fmm future 3ggrcgate mining arc 
clearly no( comptltible wilh the gods of a Refuge. The adverse cflccu of 
ngg~egatc mining werc not cle~dy identified in the C(3'ElS. Westminster is 
apprehensive JM the future of Ihc Refuge if the inincnl rights issut canna bc 
nralvecl. If 0 0 1  and DOE canna mm (0 an o p m e n t  about this one topic. wc 
have msen4ons  about l e  decision making pm-cu to trnnsfer lands Imm DOE 
to WI ~~tocktsureoTlheRocky~auTcchnol~Si te .  

Partnerships . The City wants to be h fial IO Volunteer UJ pmner with Ihc 
Service and providc ~ p p o f l  to ensure w community apprccinfes nnd utilizes lb 
opptunities Ihr Kcfugc 4 1  provide. w e  iook Iwd to d i sus ing  OUT 

~~ 

. .... . .  ; Response . . I_  ' . . * I ._. . - . . . . . 
12-19. Thank you for.your comment. 

12-20. Objective 2.2 -Public Access has been revised to elaborate 
that public access would be limited to daylight hours. Objective 2.13 
-;Recreation'Facilities has been revised to include the City's specific 
suggestion 'about the Refuge and its distinction from nearby open 
space areas.. .. 

. . ! . _ ,  

,;.. . . .  
12-21. It is the Service's intent not to accept transfer of 
administrative jurisdiction of any lands at Rocky Flats until the MOU 
between DOE and DOI, as required by the Refuge Act; is finalized. 
It will be up to the RFCA parties to determine how the response 
actions, g e  protected, while the EPA will determine what lands are 
certified.' Asoutlined in the Refuge Act, any issues related to 
maintaining response actions will take precedence over Refuge 
manage'ment activities. 

12-22. As the City is aware, the RFCA parties, and not the Service, 
are not responsible for cleanup related decisions and documentation. 

12-23. .&+you for your comment. 

12-24. The establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the 
juri.sdiFtion ofthe Service and the scope of the CCPEIS. However, 
+e. Ser.yice.has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some 
Refuge, iinterpretation facilities center with the Cold War Museum, if 
such a:museum is established and it is within close proximity to the 
Refugk' eniiance. 

.. , "%?. . . . 

12-25. See response to comment 12-1 1. 

12-26. Objective 2.13 - Recreation Facilities has been revised to 
specify the recommended location of horse trailer parking areas. 

12-27. Safety requirements . .  are addressed in Objective 3.1 - Stafl 

12-28;'& ;e:ponse'to comment 12-16. 

12-29. . . .. .,>. .hank-you , . < .; for . your comment. 

12dO:'As described in Section 3.8 of the FEIS, the Service has 
expressed to'DOE that it will not accept the transfer of administrative 
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns 
the assoc.iated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been 
reclaimed 'to. native grasslands. 

Safety. i.:j.L . .  .-:;. . -  I . .  . 

. ,  
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Letter # I2  continued Comment 
# 

12-33 

12-34 

12-35 

12-36 

12-37 

Pi, 7 

wildlife and wildlife habitat m~utgement urstcgies u,ith the Service nlong with 
nctworking with other o p n  s p  agencies to &we our eommunily’s natural 
~CSOUTCTS. Per chc plair. this d i a l o p  will inprove Nnt expand the tung+ of 
ovoihblc bbitat fa m y .  3peciu and protect wildlife mwment comidors 
bawcen properties. 

Funding - 1Kc City will investigate che futibility of acquiring ndditionnl funding 
for IIK W S  from entities, i.c cocy), to be used to nccclcrate trail mnsmction 
and nccess 10 the site. 

OhiccUve 5.1 - Einenewy 

S u p p d .  but blieve emergency mpsc agmmnu must bc in p lxe  whcn the 
W’S pins m s i m  of the refuge ttd by one y w  Inter. 

Oblective 5 2  - Cnnwnsllon 

&%mnls for dilchcs nnd other enisling iuility eascwnls nccd to be mainlaid 
and preserved. Work closely with the City io develop a Wder Pmtmion plnn io 
emure the wcwity of rhc following areas: grwndwJrer wells. surface water 
monitoring nations. treatment uniu. draimge areas flowing into the mention 
ponds on Wonun Crak and IIK S n w I  Ditch drainage. Boundaries of 
I r a n s ~ t i o n  corridor rightd-way should be 30 11 from the wiem edge of the 
siu. 

Water Ilrolrction Ylm . Wata ~ ~ i a n  Plan should includc: methods IO scsu11: 
the m a s  IO prevent spmd of contamination: facing. usc of s I m  w m ,  BhlPs. 
ahe r  umuols tl~asures: snd. identify a c c w  mquircmcnts. 

$3hicrtivr 6.3 - Fcndng 

We t d i c n  n pmccts should hc in p k c  to p c v t n t  0cces1 to tho IA from the 
gene& public. We suggest using the currenl fw-smnd W utk  fencing as 
well as s i p s  ported m n d  the L4 to present access to the JIW. Thc signs could 
state Tnvironmctilal Restomtion and Study Area. No Public Accas Allow&.’ 
This wonling will IIOI ronsey that there is residd contamination in the JIW, but 
still provides a reasmable pxvaution. The IA will contdn residual 
contandnnrion in the mils and ~ o n t a m i ~ t d  groundwater and we prefer xcess to 
tho m a  only he given to Rh’S a to pcnonnd paforming stewardship nctivitiw. 
Activities dlou’d at tk refuge will be h3vd on conlrols for the IA d p”wc 
of the Service nt chc site. For defense in  dcpih. wc suggest that each individual 
iiwnitrning station. landfill cap. t m ~ t i i r n t  unit, at.. h fenced as well. 

TIK City eqrets that we will continue to be involved. infomrd. and allowed to 
participate ami coimnt  on Ihc final LYn’lEIS nnd stepdown plnns. 
Westminster anticipnicr ow isruu ond crmmcnts will tc Jddmsed at a future 

Response 

12-31. See response to comment 12-21. 

12-32. Thank you for your comment and participation. Working 
with.0thers.k one of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

1.2-33. .The Service is encouraged by the efforts of the City and other 
neighboring . . .  . .  jurisdictions to develop trail connections that 
complement Refuge trails. 

12_34.:While the Service will seek to coordinate with neighboring 
jurisdictions as’early as possible, it will not be feasible to develop 
formal arrangements until adequate budgets and staffing have been 
established.. 

12-35, The Refuge Act specifically protects existing property rights 
on the. Rehge, including water rights and related easements. In 
addition; see response to comment 12-16. The DOE is solely 
responsib1e:for the maintenance and security of water quality 
protectionriifacilities. -However, the Service will work with the DOE 
and other stakeholders to ensure that Refuge activities do not affect 
the.effectiveness of the remedy. 

; . .  . . : -  

* . . .  I . .  

1296:’ See-tesponse - .  . to comment 12-16. 

12-37.. The Service would solicit the input and participation of the 
City of .Westminster, other jurisdictions, stakeholders, and the public 
during &e development of the step-down management plans. 
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Comment 
# Letter # I 2  continued 

12-38 

rage Y 

scheduled meting Wc once again apprmare Ihc opprrruntty 10 rhan w 
communil-j.'s %ision and gwlr of opn, rpcr (D enhance a n l  complimnt wildlife. 
habitat. ;uuf puMic iise activiiics ai  ~ h c  RFNWR. If you have any qUesUom, 
p!eare feel free to coniJn Ron Hellbush (303) 430-24M) cxt. 2177 01 AI X&II 
(303) 430ZJOD e*:. 217.4 d niy staff 

I BrcnlMcFr~ll 
Ciiy Muager  

cc. City Counril. City of Werumniter 
Ron Hellbusch. Duecror Public Works md Utiiilics. City of Wcslrninun 
AI Nelson. Rtxly Flats Cocxdinator, City or Wesrnunster 
Senator Waynr Allad 
Cmgresrmn hlvk Udal1 
Cangrcsurun Doh 13u:ipnZ 
Gary Brosz. C~ty Councilor. City Bt County olBroomfield 
Lori Cox. City Councilor. City .4 Carnly of BroMnfKId 
Shiriey ciircm. Enclronmenud Coord~nztor. City & County of Rrmrnficld 
hfark hguilnr. En\ ironmcnld Prolecdw Agency 
Stew Gundenan. Colcando Department of Puhlr Hrdth nnd Environmnl 
Dwn Rundle. Refiqe W ~ l g c r .  Rwlsy Mwntnin rbetw~f  
David ~k l son .  Rocky Flnts Chilition or Loeal Cowntmiis 

t ,, 
r _ .  

Response 
. I _  ,; ,-, . '  . . .  

... . . . .  
. . . .  . . , .;.- .< .  - '  . .  

. ,  : ,  . : ,  . . . . . . . . . .  
. *  

12-38. Thkk you for your comments. 
. . . . .  . i J _'j 

' .  . . .  , 
. . .  .. . . . .  :,... . .  . . .  

. . .  . j  , . 
' . .  , . . -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  
. .  

_ . :  . . '  
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I I Letter #I3 

April 19,2004 I 
hfr. Dwn Rundle, Refuge Manager 
0,s. Fish and Wildlife Smice  
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge 
Building I I 1  
COIIUII~XSC City. CO 80022-17413 

Dor &lr. Rundle: I 
13-1 'lhnk you for the opportunity to commenl on Ihe Rocky Flnts Nalional Wildlife Rerugc 

R F X W R )  drdfl Comprehensive C o m a t i o n  Plan and Environmenuf Impact Sbtcment 
(CXWEIS), We apprrciate the efforts of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice (USFWS to 
work with thc communities surrounding the Rocky Flats site IO reach common goals and 
objectives. 

On behalf of the Supcnor Town b a r d  of Tmka. I nm submilung th~s Ietler as fomwl 
comment on the draft CCP/BIS We have pmously submitted ~0nuncnIs to USFWS in 
2 0 3 ,  sbt~ng ow pnfcrtnce for AltrmJtiw C - Ecolog~rol Restoration, with the 
followng mcdificntinns: 

Allowance for a Rocky Flats Cold War DlriseumNisitor Crnta to k loaled on 
the KFNHll sltc 
The addrtlon of wo \witor over1ook sites, onc that uvuld overlook the old 
indusrnal sile, md one that uould ovnloak the north end of the stir (Rack Creek 
Resave). 
Trail COMCCUON should he lrmrted to s m e  muxumhtisirar cater nnd overlooks. 
G m  thn! all public access I S  limited to daylight hours 
Pnsmvc and mninnin nll of the Liwisay Ran& buildings 
Secure Federal owncidup of muicral rights. 

13-2 

Our prererence for C s  p1.m has not ehjnged. tlowerer, in addition to re~mting our 
preference for Allcmarive C. with  h e  ab6ve modifications. ut would also like lo prode 
the follou*mg comments lor consideration by USFWS. 

13-3 

13-4 
13-5 
13-6 

Rc&anlless of the ndopwd alternative. ?tic Town of Supcn'or: 
suppons the creation of tlie Ktxky Flats Nuiolui Wildlife Refugc. 
strongly recommends the me of secwicy fcnnng and siptage around tlic DCJTI. of 
Energy (WEj retained lands to kecp the public oKthrst urn. 
suongly discourages tlte auihorimlion of  any public hi~nting on the site. 
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Response 

. .  

13-1. Thank you for your comments. 

1.3-2. ?hank.y.ou for your comments. 

13-3. Thank you for your comment. 

13-4. 'Thank you for your comment. 

13-5. .. . 'In the DEE, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
"seamless;; with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to 
indicate that theservice believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best 
demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE 
retained area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public 
access., .The Service has provided these recommendations to the 
RFCA parties. 

13-6: TheService believes that a limited, highly managed hunting 
program'would be a safe and positive form of wildlife dependent 
recreation on the Refuge, and would complement other tools for 
managing ungulate populations, if necessary. Objective 1.6 - Deer 
and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 - Hunting Program was 
revised in the FEIS to better correlate the establishment and analysis 
of target population size and public hunting programs. 

. .  

. .  

. I .  
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# I Letter # I3  continued 

13-7 

13-8 

13-9 

13-10 

13-1 1 

13-12 

rammiends the USFWS cnpge in prwdvc control of inwtvc weeds 
throughout the si@. 

0 suppons the usc of prescribed bums only as a control melhod of lasl nxKt, md 
sfmngly trumunads that ptesn~bd bums ncvn be used on DOE nutfned lwds. 
recommends that public access ID thc site be linulcd to pcdesmm access only. 
We feel thnt equine d bicyde UT- would have dctnmcn~l impacts io cht ntc's 

strongly recommends h a t  public suss IO the sile be lrmitcd lo owmil nccw 
only Wc feel CfLU safety and habib; concern outwetgb wy need for public off- 
tnul BEECSS. 

recommends that Otc USFWS not rush to meet arbttmry imptmcn~tiw 
deadlines nu Town supports &c allowme of amplc time lo ewun Lhc S I ~ C  IF 

safe for public access md that Ulr potential cc~lol(lcal mpts of publrc access 
hnve bern fully considered. 

trails ad urildl& habitats. 

Again, on behalf on thc Superior Toum B o d  of T ~ s t a s ,  t thank you for this 
opporulr~ty :o Eommenl on the dran CCPEIS. Wc look fornard to continued 
mpcntive efforts to d e  the Rocky Flats N a h d  Wildlife Refuge an asel for all our 
communities 

Sincerely, 

Mayor' 

Cc: Superior Town Board of Tntaas 
Bruce Willti!ms, Toun Munngw. Superior 
Dtvtn Gmnbery. Mnnagemcn: Analyst, Supcriof 
h v i d  Abclson. Exec. Dir.. Rocky Flaw Coalition of  Local Gowmmmts 

Comment # I Letter # I3  continued 

:.':!. ,. .. 
. .  Response 

. . .  
13-7. The Service believes that the proposed weed management 
objectives would take a proactive approach to reducing weed 
infestations over the life of the CCP. 

13-8; Prescribed fire would be one component of a comprehensive 
vegetation mkagement strategy that may be used, in concert with 
other. techniques, to restore native grasslands, reduce the risk for 
unplanned wildfire, and where appropriate, reduce weed infestations. 
The Service does not intend to use prescribed fire in the DOE 
retained lands and is not aware of any plans for the DOE to use 
prescribed fire. 

Both the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the use of prescribed 
fire outside of the DOE retained area would not pose a significant risk 
to firefighters, Service personnel, or the general public (Appendix D). 
However, in the interest of caution and respect for the concerns of the 
public, the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the 
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and 
Woman.Creek to the south (Figure 10). 

13:9. In Alternative B and D, the Service would allow equestrian and 
bicycle access as modes of transportation that would facilitate access 
to priority public uses of the Refuge. A secondary benefit would be 
the ability to complement and improve regional trail connectivity. 
The size of the Refuge also would warrant other modes of access 
besides hiking. For example, in Alternative B the trail distance 
between the.proposed trail connection near the Town of Superior and 
the visitor contact station would be 3.5 miles one way, which may be 
too farround-trip for some Refuge visitors. 

As noted in,the Compatibility Determination, 72% of the multi-use 
trails would, be constructed using existing roads that would be 

1 .  

1s. Such access would have very few additional 
While weed dispersal, social trails, wildlife 

disturbGce'and other impacts to natural resources would be a 
cbncem, the 'Service does not believe that these impacts would be 
substantially.reduced by excluding bicycles and equestrians from the 
Refuge.;: ;: 

., -. . 

. .  
. .  . 

. ,  . 

Response 
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. ..:. 
13-10. Seasonal off-trail hiking access would be allowed in the 
southern'portion of the Refuge in Alternative B as a practical means 
of allowing amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers or others 
better access to their subjects. It is anticipated that off-trail use in this 
area would be limited in numbers and highly dispersed and would not 
adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife. With regard to 
safety concerns, the Service believes that those visitors who 
participate in off-trail access on the Refuge would be responsible for 
their own physical safety, as would be the case on other public lands 
open to the:pub;lic. In regard to specific concerns about residual 
contamination,'.the EPA and CDPHE have verified that any proposed 
public uses, including off-trail use, would be safe. In addition, the 
p<oposed'ofi',trail use areas (Figure 25) are outside of the DOE 
rekinqd area and other areas of residual soil contamination (Figure 

13-1 1;. 'The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that 
the land has been cleaned up to be safe for the proposed Refuge uses. 
Once the Refuge is established, the Service proposes to initially focus 
on habitat restoration in the first 5 years before expanding public use 
opportuniijes..,pe 5-year target date is not a firm deadline, and is 
contingenton 's;uccessful habitat restoration and sufficient fimding to 
construct.and manage visitor use facilities. As conditions change and 

I . . .  4): . . .. 

.condition evolves, the Service would be adaptable to 

13-12. fiank you for your comments. 
~. 

.. . . 

. .; 
1 .  . .  
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Letter #I4 Comment 
# 

14-1 

14-2 

14-3 

4/22/04 
'3 ;s74 

r*-&&ggm us@% W1L(4/& 

Formal Comments from Boulder County Commissioners to Department 
of Fish & Wildlife on the Rocky Flats Refuge Proposals CCP/EIS 

As a member of  ihe Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Govemmencs, Bouldcr County hns 
.provided rcpilar and consistent input and discussion on the clean-up of Rocky Fltur, and 
lo its use as 8 wildlift refbge consistent with the provisions of the Rocky Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge Act of20OI. 

Boulder County supported h e  passngc of &e Rcfugc Act and suppolls the transfer of use 
of this hnd from a former weapons site to a wildlife rcfugc. We feel this is the highest 
nnd bcst use of these lands. given their formrr history of use and conlaminalion. 

Howewr, we believe that there should be no rush to open this land to the public, dnd char 

methodical ovusight and planning procedures need to be in place prior to opening. lhe 
county's comments nrc submitted in the spirit of obtmning the best and safest elemup. 
and the best refuge managemcnt practices. 

I I 

Boulder County's position: We support Fish & Wildlire Proposed 
Alternative A as our First priority, with Alternative C 
as our second priority. 

Both of these alternatives would permit fnr reduced access than eilher 

Alternative B. which Fish & Witdlife is recommending, or Alternalive D, 
which provides the greatest public access. 

. . .  .._ . . . .  
% . . .  I . . . .  . Response 

. . ,  . .  

. .  
2 .  

14-1;..Thank you for your comments. 

14-21 Thhk you for your comment. 

Although'the Refuge will not be established until the cleanup is 
completed;.an'd'the EPA and CDPHE have verified that all rehge 
activities'would'be safe for the refuge worker and visitor, the Service 
belieyes that the proposed plan for Refuge management and public 
access :is'appropriately conservative and responsive to concerns. 
Most of the'refiige would be restricted to public access for the first 5 
years to allow time for restoration efforts to be initiated. 

14-3.- Thank you for your comment. 

.. . . .  
. . . . l i  

.- . i . . '.. . i. . .-. ,:, . . .. 
. .  . -  
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Letter # I4  continued Comment 
# 

14-4 

14-5 

-2- 

I .  Restrifting public a c c w  to hnds retained by DOE 

Boulder County belieres that public PCCCSS should not be permitted in the section 

af rhc refuge hcld by the Depanment of Encrgy lls defined on Fish and Wildhfe 

maps as of this date. This it~cIiides the Industrial hwa, arcas to rhe ws7 that 
contam monitoring stntions and soltar pnds, ~d the Old Landfill. The public 

should nor he allowed ilcces to such facilities in the DOE zone NP the nionitoring 

statims, retention ponds, or landfill wps, far reasons of their safety as much as 

for reaora of eiuunng that paths. erosion, and other impacts do not dmaye the 

integrity of the remediatian, and protection from intentional acts of \*andalism 

W e  are suw that both the DOE ;md FBW ngree with this Yet. neilhcr Ihc DOE 
nor the F&W in thiq curr~it p l ~  have ourlined haw the) intend to keep ttrC piihltc 

from hiking, biktrrg. horseback nding, fishing. swimmirig, or expluflig amuicd 
thew 

Rcprrsentlttives from the Department of Energy. at its Rocky Flats Cleanup 

Avnihbilily Session on ApnI 14. mid that they had not yet detemiincd what 

specific ”insututional controls” were necessary to kcep people out of cemin 

areos, nor had they even idcniitied the specific mfts h t  w m n t  publw ncecss 

controls 7Ttis is pvticulorly disturbing, since local gavemmmts and otiimis 
an’ected by the tlem up and by refuge use decisions we k i n g  asked lo suhmir 
their fomiaf public comments on the CCPEIS govemmg Fish 6t Wildlifc u x  of 
tlic refuge by April 16 Since the WE-held areas in question are within the 

perimeter of the current Rocky Flats plopeny, we think that this fundatiieiicnl 

questtaa of wkich specific area will he ofr-limits to the public, and how public 
access controls will bc institutiorwfimd, must br: resolved bcforc the surrounding 

huffer are3 is opened to the public Vague refmnccnces to “inslilutioml controls” 

choiild no! \ubdhrte for adequate, robust fencing. 

J 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  
. .  

Response 

. . . ... 
’ . .  I 

: . . ,A , .*  . . 
. .  . . -  

* . ’ ~ ;. - . . . .  
. r  

.. . ,  . ‘ . . .  ,. 

. .  

14-4. Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service 
believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence andor 
permanent \obelisks with appropriate signage would best demarcate 
the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE retained 
area, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public access. 
Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife 
across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The Service has 
provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. The DOE will 
be responsible for the management and security of cleanup related 
facilities. 

The CCP/EIS does specifically define the area of the future refuge 
where public uses would be authorized. This has the same result as 
specifically designating “off-limits” areas because no use of a 
National Wildlife Refuge is allowed unless it is specifically 
authorized. Access to DOE lands is clearly outside the scope of the 
CCP/EIS. However, the Service has recommended to the RFCA 
parties that the DOE retained lands be posted with signs that prohibit 
public entry. 

14% See response to comment 14-4 

. -. 
_: i : ..,,; . 

) . .  . - . _, .: . .  

. .  . .  

. .  
. .  . 

.I . . .  . .  
. . .  . . . .  . . .  _. . , 
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Comment 
# 

Letter # I4 continued 

14-6 

14-7 

-3- 

{ A i l  thc Dvpmiient of Energy hps sprified iit dctml exactly which portion of 
Kochy I:lats iC intends 10 krrp under its jurisdiction and prutuxion, we do nul 

bclictc (hat any lmds should be twufemd to Fish ynd Wildlife. 'Ihu decision of 

specifically uhieh lands itle to be included in the WE-tetaned areit. nnd any 

instirutlomi coirtrols that 4 1 1  bc irnplcrnented IO prevent public access, must be 

made Hats Fish cmd Wddlifr decides how the remaining surrounding arc3 is 10 

he used 
should no1 aecur unless n cuhctmtial and sulficient barficier mund DOE-retained 

IM& IS in plwc. 

Decornmi\cioning of Rocky Rats nnd its trmsfcr to ~ehrge statw 

Ueforc the public i s  allttwed on the Refuge, the Depwlnient of Energy 

mu%i first defittr esactly Hhich area it will retain. Beforc public arees% 

Fiqh 6. Wildlife and the Drpartmenl o f  Energy both have the respnnsibilitj 

fo clarify sprciBcnlly hnv they ai11 kerp the DOE-retaioed lands strictb 

"off-limits" to the public. Among other approaches, Boulder Counly 

belirvcs that DOE-retained areas must be contained by rohust fencing. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 61 

Response 

14-6. A Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan is a document 
that describes the desired future conditions of the Refuge and 
provides long-range guidance and management direction to achieve 
the purposes of the Refuge. The Refuge Act specifically required the 
Service to develop a CCP by December 3 1,2004 in consultation with 
the RFCA payties, the RFCLOG, and others. The Act specifically 
requires the Service to address and make recommendations on a 
number of issues including the feasibility and location of a visitor 
center. 

1 not be implemented until after the site has been 
certified by the EPA and transferred to the Service. The Service has 
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning 
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the 
lands that will be retained. Obviously, the Service can only accept 
transfer of lands that DOE is not required to retain, and offers up for 
transfer. The Refuge Act requires DOE to retain all property needed 
to ensure the long-term protectiveness of the remedy. The Service 
will not ask DOE for any lands that the DOE does not offer for 
transfer. - 
While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to Refuge 
establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature of the 
lands and resources that would be included in the Refuge will not 
chdnge. For these reasons, the Service is confident that it is both 
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at this time. 
See response to comment 14-4 regarding the demarcation of the DOE 
retained area. 

14-7. As stated in responses to comments 14-4 and 14-6, any public 
access would not occur prior to certification and transfer of lands to 
the Service. 

. 
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Letter #14 continued Comment 
# 

14-8 

14-9 

4. 

2. Funding for the Fish and Wildlife Depnrtmeat NUS( be adequate lo  nchieve 

and mnintain any potentially harsrdous aituationr that may be discowred nt 

Hoeky Flats in the future. 

While the Fish L Wildlife Dmfl CCPIEIS reiterates its commitment to goals of 

safety (pages 3 and 4), we few lhat Fish and Wildlife has not been given sufljeienl 

wsourccs to gwantce this end. Conmissioner Paul Danish recorntended in 

M m h  IO Chris Kcmey. Deputy Assistant Smw for Policy, D e p m e n t  of  

the Interior, that cold war sites nnd prior nuclear w w p m  sites that lire being 

converted to rrildlife refuges be mated and suffed in a fundamentally different 

manner fmrn nthcr wildlife refuges that do not have the smie kind of  

contantination history that Rocky Flats nnd olher similnr s i t s  have. 

it  is unreasonable to expect thc Department oflnterior and Fish nnd Wildlife to 

rnmagc these highly prohlcrnutic pmperties through reliance on n rcallocntion of 

their alrcnrfy-sme wsources. 'Ihc Depmment of Invrior should ask Congress 

lor additional funds us this serious oversight mandate should not be allowed to go 

unfounded. We re prepared to pursue this matter with ow congressional 

delegation. 

The funding for the Depnnnient of Interior nnd Fisb and \Vildlifc should hc 

increnrtd accordingly to reflect ifs increwcd levcb of  responsibility for thr 

Hocky Flat$ Wildlife Refuge. 

Response 

. .  
* -  . 

14-8.' Thank you for your comment. 

14-9. Thank you for your comment. 

! '. 
. .  . .  
. . .  

. . .  . .  , ,..- 
. .  . . .  

' *  

I .  

. . .  
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Letter #14 continued Comment 
# 

-5- 

14-10 3. I’otentinl for idrntificntion and manngcmrnt of future “surprises* 

1)cTpite continued elTons hy Kaiser-Hill to clean up cont-iminalion, wc haw sm 

fix loo m y  examples ovcr the past Liw y e m  of”surprise” fiitiiiip of hot 

ndionuclidc spots. Tttcrc has bcvn a history ofconmimtion being discovered 

in unexpected phees. I’hus. we do not have the confidence \re need IO support an 
nltemtive such as Altern~tive H. which would pcrniit extensive public usc on the 

buffer p n i o n  ofthe refuge in the near hiturc. 

While there have been no indicntiuns to date h t  lherc are any “hot spars“ in the 

refiige butfer oren. nor do HC have the confidence thnt there has been adequate 

ehmocrizttion of the buffer area whtrc public DCCCTS is  propad, which aould 

he needed tu ensure that the refuge is a safe plnce for humans itnd horsts. 

The Coalition is Norking through the ItFCA proems ta mnkr sure 

that the charnrtcrizntion of the huller zone rrprcscnk f* but’s nally 
our there. \Vc need the adcquntc time to work through Ihb pmccrs, 

aithoul rushing to pcrniit I)CCCSS prrmnrurci).. 

We u l w  helicve procedure> must he spclled oul lhat clearly deal 

with future discowries of burnrdour mntrrfnlr. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

14-10. The Refuge will not be established until the EPA certifies that 
cleanup is complete, and that all of the lands that will become the 
Refuge would be safe for all of the proposed Refuge management 
activities, including public use. The Service has confidence that the 
characterization of the land that will become the Refuge is sufficient. 
The Service believes that it is very unlikely that significant 
contamination will be discovered on lands transferred to become the 
Refuge, but acknowledges that the discovery of previously unknown 
releases is possible. The Service does not intend to accept the 
transfer of administrative jurisdiction for any land at Rocky Flats 
until the Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and DOI, 
required by the Refuge Act, is finalized. It is the Service’s intent to 
ensure that the final MOU will contain specific provisions for 
responses to discovery of previously unknown contaminant releases. 
The FEIS was revised to include additional discussion of cleanup- 
related issues in.Section 1.8 

. . -  

. .  . 

. .  
,\ 

_. . . . . .. 
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I Comment 
# 

Letter #14 continued 

14-1 1 

14-1 2 

14-13 

-6- 

4. Ecologicni impncts 

Our wildlife biologist staff in ow Parks and Open Space Ucputmen~ which 

monitors habirm immbdi;iccly nonh of the Rmky Flats Refuge, swtcs that the lmil 

alignmenu in thc Fish 8 Wildlkfc proposed Alternaavc B nre all in xnsidve 

r i p h n  habitat in Rock Creek and Wamiu> Creek. which would br 

counterproductive IO chc high \\ildiife value t b t  thesf nrem currently support. 

Allernalive D, proposed by Fish t Wildlife. would only dlow five Y G ~  oft ime 
to implemen! restontion and conservation dfom before public ~ICCESS would bc 
dlowd beyond BCCCSS to Lindsay Knneh. lhc two alternatives Boulder County 

suppcms would each dlaw IS pars to keep the public out of the area while 

funher analysis of rhc contaminxion lcvcl of thc refuge is  determined, which 
swondivily btriefits most widlife on ~ h c  refuge. 

In order to best protect wildlife on the refuge, whirb is the highest priorily use ns 

denned in the authorking Iq$dation, public access sbould not bc permitted in 

ecologically sensitive wens. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

:. .: . . :_ 
. .  Response 

_. . I .  . .  
. . I  . 

* .  .. . -  

14-11. As noted in detail in response to comments made by Boulder 
County Parks and Open Space (letter #15), the Service disagrees with 
the assertion that the proposed trail alignments "are all in sensitive 
riparian habitat." During the planning process, the Service took 
special care to plan trail configurations that would avoid and 
minimize'impacts to riparian habitat. Of the 16.5 miles of trails that 
are planned for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be 
within riparian habitat areas. The 0.4 miles of trail that are within 
riparian habitat areas are trail crossings, most of which are on existing 
roads. Adequate bridging and habitat restoration will be used to 
minimize trail impacts at these crossings. 

14-12. The Service acknowledges that weed management and 
ecological restoration would be a major issue on the Refuge, and for 
this reason the Service has elected to focus the first 5 years of Refuge 
management on habitat restoration. After 5 years, the Service 
believes that the modest amount of public use proposed in Alternative 
B would be compatible with on-going restoration efforts and would 
be protective of wildlife habitat needs. The Refuge would not be 
established until the EPA has certified that the characterization and 
analysis of the site is sufficient, and that subsequent cleanup activities 
have been completed. 

14~13?'&'discussed in response to comment 14-1 1, the proposed 
public' use facilities in Alternative B would avoid ecologically 
sensitive areas to +e greatest extent possible. Trails within or in 
close.pfoximity to sensitive areas such as the Rock Creek drainage 
wouldbe managed to minimize potential impacts to sensitive wildlife 
ppeci,es. .. , .. , 
. .  . .. 
I -  . .  

. -  
' . . .> 
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Comment 7 ~~ ~~ 

Letter #I4 continued 

-7- 

1 
Conclusion: While WE support the conversion of this land to t f  

wildlife refuge, we see no need to rush to this status by 

permitting premature aecess by the public. 

We must take the time to make sure the lands where the public 

would be allowed are clean and safe, and that DOE and 

Fish & Wildlife have given us u plan to make sure people 

will not be able to acccss contaminated areas. 

I I 

14-14 

3 

Response 

14-14. Thank you for your comments. 

. .  . .  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
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Letter #I 5 

REet EiVEB 
AFR 2 b dB4 

April 26,200;( 
us flap r<mFEmc€ 

Comments on thc draft Rocky Flats National Wildlife Reiiup,e  coni^^^^^^^^^^ 
Conscn.ation Plen an4 Envimnmcntol lntpact Slatcmcnt 

Fcbmuy 2004 Draft 

l h c  following g c n d  comments r c g d  thc four altcrnativc magcmcnt actions that 
lwvc been propod in this draft CCPEIS. My comninits me bnsed on thc pcrspcctivc of 
a wildlife biologist who is responsible for wildlife mmagancnt and  logical function 
of the adjacent Boulder County Parks md open Space Dcp~mcnt public lands; 

15-1 

1 - Acccplancc of Alternative A would allow for a longer period of Iiinlc (1 5 ywrs) lo 
keep the public out of  the arc0 while i i n  0n;tlysis nf the contnminalion level of 
the rcruge WJS determined. This would secondarily benefit most wildlife on lhc 
fefuge by eliminating any negative intpaa resulting from incrcascd ramtional 
activities. This dtcmative does not allow II sufficient level of activc management 
to m u r ,  ho\\.tver, which is n c e w q  for movcty and mnintenancc of much of 
the habitat on thc refuge. ”Iw, this aftcmativc would be my sefond choice. 

2- Acccptmcc ofAltcmativc B, the Preferred Action, would only nllocate 5 ye;vs lo 
implcnlcnt restomtion and conmation efforts before allowing public access. 
?his shorrencd tinicfmmc would resull in lcss wildlife conservation nianngrment 
progress as other alternarivcs that linlit public ncccis to the propmy. When public 
mess begins. r a m s  would lhco undoubtedly bc re-qpppmpriated to pmvide 
far public swice  and would reduce funding for subsequent rcstontion and 
managemenl effbrts. Also, the lmil nlignmenls in All. B are all in sensitive 
ripuian hsbital in Rock Creek and Wonum Cnek. This would be 
cowitnproductive to thc high wildlifc valuc tho1 rhcsc arm currently stippon. 

3- Altnnativc C also gives niwn&m I5 years IO addrcss resmrntion issues while 
providing gcalcr financial resoulce~ and staff lo implement these activities. Thjs 
alternative would be my pnfcrencc. if i t  allowul hunting 85 a managcmcnl tool or 
provided mou& stnffrcsources 01 CDOW involvanat to cull ungulate htnls 88 
ncccssary to maintain ecological integrity. This altemntivc also minimizes tbc 
potential impact rrom lhc public by keeping the rcFuge essentially closed. A 
downside to this proposal, as written. would be the loss of the Lindsay Ranch 
hon,cstcad. 

15-2 

15-3 

1 5 4  

15-5 4- Alternative D would not be prcfmcd wtlh respect to wtldlife habttat and 
population reStoratton and suhscquent conservation efforts. This alternative 
focuses pnmanly on public ncreational use and uould cncaunge more visilaiion. 
wen thought it would rcxcive mow funding for reslwation and slniling AS 
mentioned earlier, increased public visitation ~ o u l d  have wnw lc\~cl of negative 
impacts 10 cvildlifc on thc refugc. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

15-1. Thank you for your comments. 

15-2. The Service agrees that Alternative A, No Action, would 
provide insufficient habitat management that could result in increased 
degradation of wildlife habitat due to the continued proliferation of 
noxious weeds. With regard to ongoing site characterization, the 
Refuge would not be established until the EPA has certified that the 
characterization and analysis of the site is sufficient, and that 
subsequent cleanup activities have been completed. 

15-3. Alternative B does not allocate “only 5 years” to implement 
restoration and conservation efforts. Those efforts will continue 
throughout the life o f the plan, just as in Alternative C. Alternative 
B simply provides the first 5 years to concentrate on those restoration 
and conservation efforts before the majority of public uses are 
implemented. 

The Service disagrees with the assertion that the proposed trail 
alignments in Alternative B “are all in sensitive riparian habitat in 
Rock Creek and Woman Creek.” In the Rock Creek drainage, 0.3 
miles, or 9% of the proposed 3.4 miles of trail would be within 
riparian areas. All of the trails that would cross through riparian areas 
would be on existing roads, and would be closed seasonally to protect 
sensitive wildlife species. The east-west multi-use trail near the Rock 
Creek drainage would be on the pediment top about 50 vertical feet 
above the drainage, and would be generally about 175 feet from the 
slope wetlands and between 300 and 600 feet from the stream bottom. 

In the Woman Creek drainage, 0.1 miles, or 2% of the proposed 4.6 
miles of trail would be within riparian areas. Most of the proposed 
multi-use trail would be on an existing roads that are no less than 
about 150 feet from riparian habitat, with the exception of several 
small stream crossings that would use existing road crossings. 

. t  
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I I Letter # I 5  continued 

1 have the fol!ou<ng technical coniments ns well for sonre of the stated objectives md 
gods pertaining to wildlifc mmagcment an&'or habitxt 

15-6 
Soil t.'pes should bc conslderfd regarding the decision to acccpt prniric dogs fmm 
outside the refuge in the future. IfFWS has tocra te  artificial b u n o w  to 
~ccon~n~hiatc  Ihac  prairie dogs, they would pmvc dificult to construct in are 
mbbly soils that encompass much of  the area. Our cxpwience on Boulder County 
open space north of the proposal refuge hm shown lhis to hc Ihc c3sc in very 
simil;v hnbttat. I would recommend ~ordiu~&! to indicate that hmitatron. regardless 
of w-hid, alternative is ncccptcd. 

The iargct acreages of prnine dogs in any of these options. from 500 to I,OOO 
ncrtx out of a total of 2,460 potrntrntly nvilnblc acres, could be problematic 
towards rvecd control .d mixc&'tall jpss  consenntion. 1 suggest tha! FWS scale 
back the prairic dog acreage goals nmt incorpornte existing protected prairie dog 
conservation acreage, on surrounding Boulder County, Jcffnsoi~ County and City 
of Boulder public hrds. in analyhny the bat capacity for prairie dogs b d  on a 
landscape analysis. inclusive of these 0th- surrounding p r o t ~ ~ t n l  lands. It would 
also be beneficial to have cimpcrative agreenrfmts in place with thac surrounding 
jurisdictions to manitor and rcport sylvntic plsyc in thr regton 

15-7 

1 5-8 

15-9 

15-10 

15-1 1 

All current prairie dog colonies appear to bc on the a i g a  of tile refuge. This will 
result in conflicts with neighboring landowners and municipalities undoubtedly as 
these colonies apand to the levcls d r x r i b d  in each alternative. Iht? pl? should 
outline smegies for buffer zones, containment and other managanent nctivities 
to addreas this situntion. 1 would strongly recommend some type of iGA wilh are 
public Inml managm of Broomfield, Jefhson rtnd Bouldcr Counties and the 
cities of Arvndn and Boulder reyarding prairie dog habitat and manngcmmt on 
these border nrcas on the no&, south nmt enst perimeters of the refuge. 

Prairie dog management as p r o p ~ s n l  in All. A w l d  possibly be detrimental to 
furure shnrp-tilcd grouse rcinbodwtions, ifthcy impact& the tall g3sr 
community !hat this spccicr would utilize for cover. I would either reject this 
s l t m t i v e  for that reason, or modify it lo include nctive management ofprairie 
dog colonies where naasnry,  as given in A l l  C. 

The issuc of impact to Preble's niousc populations fmm mil devclopmcnt was 
brcught up in public henrings as well. Dr. Carron M c m q  and arsociates m t l y  
complrted a study for the City of Bouldcr OShR on this topic of Rrblc's 
population rcsprn to recreational trails. I would ncommcnd this inlomn!ion be 
incorporated into the decision of trail building along the ripnrian conidom. 1t was 
published in The Prairie Natd i s t  34(3/4): Septanbcr~eccmber 2002. 

The issue of fencing m u n d  the DOE-retained core area has b m  brought up. If 
fencing is installed. 1 would CIICOW~C thnta minimal design is,used, just enough 
to enhance public undcwandding thal it is a closed ma, but not enough 10 inhibil 

Response .. . . .  . .  

During the planning process, the Service took special care to plan 
trail configurations that would avoid and minimize impacts to 
riparian habitat. Overall, of the 16.5 miles of trails that are plarined 
for Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 2% of trail would be within riparian 
habitat, areas. The 0.4 miles of trail that are within riparian habitat 
afeas are trail crossings, most of which are on existing roads. 
Adequate bridging and habitat restoration will be used to minimize 
tiail impacts at these crossings. 

15-4. Alternative C would not include public hunting on the grounds 
that the Refuge.would be closed to all public access, with the 
exception ofguided tours. There would be sufficient resources to 
control wild'tingulates, if necessary, through selective culling. 

15-5.. While Altemative D would have greater effects on wildlife and 
habitat than Alternative B, the Service believes that the effects would 
be compatible with the habitat management goals of the Refuge. 
Additional .analysis (Table 14) has shown that the length of trail per 
acre in.Alte;native D would be lower than other nearby open space 
facilities. ' ., 

15-6. Section 3.6 of the DEIS and the FEIS, as well as Figure 19, 
includes an analysis of potential prairie dog habitat on the Refuge. 
This analysis was based on a habitat model that included soils. 

15-7. The Service acknowledges that sustainable prairie dog 
management needs to be balanced against other management 
concerns. : Currently, there are 10 acres of prairie dog colonies at 
Rocky Flats, most of which are adjacent to Highway 128 and nearby 
County open space lands. The Service has carefully examined 
available habitat and historical prairie dog areas at Rocky Flats, and 
believes that the suggested limits for prairie dog expansion are 
appropriate guidelines to allow for sustainable prairie dog expansion. 
One of the purposes of these guidelines is to limit prairie dog 
expansion into xeric tallgrass communities. 

: . .  
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I Comment 
# Letter # I5  continued 

most wildlik movement ituough the core tuea (prairie dogs could be lhc 
exception to this). 

Each altemntive has proposal that grazing be aliou-ed. Most of the focus is on 
high intensity-short dmtion grazing. ?his type of grazing would necrssilatc 
some level of prairie dog andlor noxious w d  managcmolt to follow up this 
regime. We would suaest that cithcr. having sufficient stafflo monitor and 
control prairie do&noxious w e d  p w t h  011 these &razed areas (oppooiic orwhat 
is proposcd in All. A); or have oulside rcscmhers insolvcd in monifohg this 
iypc of p i n g  regime and experimenting with dtcmale p;Y.ing rcgimn to HISD 
w i n g ,  35 proposed. There rrscarch contracts should bc inlegrnl with this CCP. 

15-12 

15-1 3 
If my dtemative besides All. A is chosen, then some level of on-lhe-ground 
human activity will bc inuoduccd to a locntion that has not expenencd this type 
of human presence for at least SO years. If one of thcsc a l & m t i v e s  is 
implcminled, we uoutd suggcsl impimentin& some type Of mcdrch on the 
impacts of human pmence to the local wildllfe populations, prior (0 the refuge 
being opencd to the public. This would be an cxcellmt opportunity to gather 
baseline L t a  on populations. behavior. etc. and compare it lo post-mrwtionnl 
Impact results to thac wildlife populations. 

Thank you for the opportunity 10 commcnt on this CCPlEIS drafl document. 15-14 

Mark Brcwnnn 
Wildlife Specidkt 
Boulder County Parks and Open Space DcpYtmmt 

. .  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  Response 

. . * .  - I  

The Service’appreciates the County’s suggestion regarding weed 
control issues, and has revised Objective 1.7 -Prairie Dog 
Management to better correlate prairie dog expansion and weed 
management efforts. Objective 5.2 - Conservation, outlines that the 
Service’will work with adjacent jurisdictions to address cross- 
bodndaiy resource management issues. Specific agreements would 
be arranged- in the fiture on an as-needed basis. 

15-8. Objective 5.2 - Conservation, outlines that the Service will 
work &th adjacent jurisdictions to address cross-boundary resource 
management’issues. As most of the prairie dogs at Rocky Flats 
appear to be associated with populations across Highway 128 on 
County open space lands, this is a good example of an opportunity for 
the Service to work with the County on prairie dog management. 
Specific,agreements would be arranged in the fiture on an as-needed 
basis.. I ’. 

15-9, The Service agrees that unmanaged prairie dog expansion in 
Alternative A has the potential to adversely impact several sensitive 
resources, including sharp-tailed grouse habitat. However, this 
situation reflects realities of the “no action” scenario. 

15-10. Dr. Meaney’s article was considered in the analysis of 
potential trail.impacts to Preble’s that is found in Section 4.6. In 
addition, see response to comment 15-3. All of the trails that are 
planned in Preble’s habitat would be located on existing roads, and 
that most of these areas would be subject to seasonal closures. 

15-11. Thank you for your comment. While the exact nature of the 
fencing around the DOE retained area is the responsibility of the 
RFCA parties, the Service has recommended a four-strand barbed- 
wire fence andlor obelisks that allow for the movement of wildlife 
across-,the site. ,. 

15-12. , Managed , .. . . , . . grazing would be permitted in Alternatives B and C. 
hzicg regime would be highly managed, Refbge staff would 

monitor’& results and any adverse effects. Specific plans grazing 
regimes management and monitoring would be identified in a step- 
down Vegetation and Wildlife Management Plan. 

- s .  , 
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Letter #15 continued Comment 
# Response 

15-13. While the Service agrees that the proposed alternatives would 
change the nature and fiequency of human uses in the buffer zone, 
these changes are not anticipated to adversely affect wildlife under 
any alternative. The Service believes that the phased implementation 
plan would allow for wildlife and Rehge managers to adjust to new 
human uses on the Refuge. Objective 5.3 -Research, would 
encourage scientific research related to the impacts of public use on 
wildlife populations. However, the Service does not believe that it is 
necessary to suspend public use until such research in completed. 

15-14. Thank you for your comments. 

- . ,  . . .  . . .  
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Comment 
# 

I 
Letter # I6 

Rocky Flats S W R  
Contprehmsivc Laurie Shannon. CorisLxwtion Planning Team Plmi Leader 

~~~~~~~~~~ 

US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Rocky Mounlain Arsenal XWR - Building 121 
Commerce City. CO 60022- 1745 

Re: h R  Comprehensive Consmdon Plan & Envimnnicnial Iniptict Statement for 
Rocky Flats h 'dond Wildlife Refuge. February. 200.1 

Dew Laurie: 

7It;uik p u  for providing Jefferson County with the opportunity 10 comment on the"Drafl 
Comprehensive Conwalioii P l ~ i  
Wildlifc Rcfuge. We continue to apprtxinte both yours nnd Dean Rundle's time nnd 
commitnienl lo exploring the bcsl oulcomc for this area. 

As you are awwc, thc prrvloininant kind arca o f  Itwky Flats is within unintorpomtetl Jeffwmn 
Counly. We thcrcfore have deep cpprcciotion far the ass80 that UIC N'ildlik Rehtye can provide 
tho regional coniniunity and rt the same time ititcgmte with the siimunding open spacc 
programs particularly Jellerson County3 Open Space Progrant. Jcffcwn County helped pioneer 
the opcn space movcmcnt in Cotomdo by cstablishiny i) very successful pm;grsm ovcr three 
dcrades asp. We will conlinue to pletlgc 10 make our experience and cspcrtise available 
Uiroughout the p n r a s .  We YC also otic of the founding nrrinhtrs of the Rwky Flats Coalition 
of Local G0vemt:eiits. With !hat being said we truly have it vertcd interel in the wtconie of 
tho ni:wagmc"t cfthc refuge and its intcgation with otir County plans. 

In addition. we encourage the contintral contmunication between the Depam~cnt of Energy 
(DOE) s i d  the United Slates Fish and Wildlife Servicc (Service) to the ox:eiit possib!e. minimize 
the DOE'S footprint within the lnduslrial  arc^. We will contiitoe t~ have 3s our highest priorities 
the public health rarely and wlfm orour cidzcnr and visitors 10 feffcrson County. In so doing 
we wan110 see mnsimiun clean up efforts and mininiiznlion of the residiial conlamination. Thus 
rduming this once weapons factur for the Celd W a r  crd 10 lwrd for creating a WildIife refuge. 

We reviewmi the document and eontinuc to support the preferred alternative dAltcroatii~e B: 
Wildlife, llohitat & Public Use (Proposed Acliuo)" with modifications. Tliis altmn6vc with 
modifications nxonipwes the appropriate balance hetween compa~ihiliiy with JetT&n 
County's planning efforts. the recognition of historic usc :IS I Wcapon's production plat& Ule 
e l m u p  effofls by the Depment of Encrsy. public usdsafcty and the ecologicnl~wildlife 

Ewirannicntal Inipact Statcnirnt" for Rocky Flats National 
16-1 

.; , 

Response 

16-1. Thank you for your comments. The configuration of the DOE 
retained area will be decided by the RFCA Parties. 

' .  . . . 

- I  . . I  . .  
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Comment 
# Letter #I6 continued 

Rocky Flats X W R  
Laurie Shuirion. Pliinning Team Leader 
April 26.2004 
Page Two 

components thc site h s  IO offer Thc sitc in m c l f i s  so large that people forget to look at the site 
as a set of subsjstenis that don't neccssanly nccd to hare one solution for thr entire sitc By 
cxnmple. the Town of Superior is only 'i. the size of the current Uepirtiiicnt of Energy ouned 
land. 

In addition to our previous comments documented in tlic June 20.2Uo3, lcttcr from the Jeffcrson 
County R o d  orCommissioners to Dean Kundle, we are re-emphasizing some of the issues 
bclow: 

Recommended motlinrarioos: 

Wildlife and flabitat .Ilonngrmml: 
D Renllirniation of W e d  Managmirut: Jefferson Comity employs various options and 

iiicthods to J * l h s s  weed management issues thruughout the County. GirTn the 
challcngcs of many invasive spcdes. Jcffcrson County feels the Service should keep all 
its options open to ddrcss  u'nd problerns and be aggressive in combating the problem. 
It is also a key to ecoloijcal restoration. Prwriberi conlrollrd bums, grazing, i~io\~~ing 
and spraying pmgmiis may be necessary to limit weed inkstation on-silr as u.e!I ns the 
spread of weeds afl-sitc. Close monitoring md coonlinarion with all surrounding 
jurisdictions is 3 key to controtling and capturing the synergy ofjoint efforts. 

16-2 

We roncur 4 t h  Alternative H rmrmnrentlnlioiir. 

Public Use, Education & Interpretation. 
o Lindsay Ranch - We arc apprccirclire o f  Senuior Allud's a id  Congmstnm Udnll's 

intent in the Rocky ffnI5 Wildlife Refuge legslation. as rguestcd hy Jeficrwn Counly. 
to pnserve and where possible rehabilitate the Lindsay Kaich sfmctura 'Phis 
irrcplacenble remnant of our pioncm hentage ne& stabili7a;ion md relirble funding to 
continue as a reminder of bygonc em Wc arc u n m m  ufaiy property in Jcffcnon 
County that can provide a more fitting example of early twentieth century ranching than 
the Lindwy Ranch and once rgsiti encourage the total prcsenatron of the Rmch. 
Reccntl) the Servke and Jclfenon County staff had discussions and it  is our 
understanding ofthc Sewitel  iiitcrprctation ofthe bill laiguage IS t h t  you still could 
remove .my mnd dl rarieh stn:ctiiics. At t b u  tinie n e  ore ndamaotly o p p d  Io Ibe 
demolishing of any slruclures and request thnt n detail strurtunl report be 
completed oullialng the costs of rebabilitstlon, mrintcaaoce and interpretntion all 
rlructurn nssociated nith tbc Lindsay Ranch. Our geal is lo see thst all structure 
remain, lo provide the contcxlual relntronship of rhc ranch and he open lo the 
public Any structures renioved diminish the sen% the public could gan ofthis bjgone 

16-3 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

.. . 

16-2. The Service agrees that if weed management efforts are to be 
successful, a broad range of management tools needs to be available. 
The Service would work with Jefferson County and other 
jurisdictions in the development of step-down management plans, 
including an Integrated Pest Management Plan. 

16-3. During the winter of 2003/2004, the Service, in partnership 
with DOE, the Cold War Museum, and the Jefferson County 
Historical Society, stabilized the Lindsay barn, which was severely 
damaged during the March 2003 blizzard. The east and west wings 
were essentially rebuilt. After evaluation of the farmhouse, the 
Service has concluded that it is in a dilapidated condition and may be 
weathered beyond repair. The Service has retained the option of 
demolishing the farmhouse if it poses a significant safety hazard to 
Refuge visitors. Chapter 3 of the Final CCP/EIS includes additional 
information on the history and present condition of the Lindsay 
Ranch. 

As stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under 
Objective 6.4, the Service would be willing to work with partners and 
consider stabilizing the house if resources could be found through 
partnerships or grants to undertake such a project. The Service agrees 
that the house can be interpreted whether it remains standing or not 
through a variety of media such as interpretive panels. The EIS has 
been revised to reflect this. The Service is concerned about the house 
becoming an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of 
security fencing that would be required to keep visitors away could 
detract from the visual qualities of the area. 
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# I Letter # I6 cdntinued 

Rocky Flats NWX 
Imrie Shairmn, Plmning Team Leader 
A p n l 2 6  2005 
Pngc 'rhm 

m. Therefore, if the home, detcrmificd through this svuciunl study (perrormed by a 
person experienced with expertise on such issues). prows to k impractical for 
restomtion then it should be allowed to rcmain until itdeteriorntu with appropriate 
safepards for viewing he ertrrior. 

Alternative A still docs not preserve dl the buildlnp. We encourage thc USPWS to 
pursue keeping nll structures. 

Q Trail Loops: The County npprcciates the tlloils thc Senkc hss cngagrd in working with 
the surrounding coniti~unilies on Irditheads and x c w  rvidiin the site. Tratlitioaally. the 
citizens of JeKewn County tind thow using the Jetfewit County ()per) Space systcm 
have visi:cd and apprccinmi the various ccosyftcms ofthe County through carcfully 
plumed trail systems. We strongly CIICOW~~C the addition of carefully planned trnU 
loops. the Rocky Rsts Wildlife Refuge can STIW its mission through a serin of trails that 
are sensitive to habitat and wildlife nccds, md inlbrm'ncighktn and visitors of this 
resource. The trail loops pmvitle an inviting experience to the public mtd minimkm the 
ovcnise ctfaiy one t i i l .  Our erpenrnce shows that dead-wd trails incrcascs 
dettrriorntion of the tmil md rnluccs the cnjo)ment oltnil  users. Given the s i x  ofthe 
rclugc and the existing roads. we believe a balance can bc h m d  to meet cmrryune's 
ne&. 

le addition the DrnR Comprehensive Conservation Plan S: Environmeotal Imparl 
Statement Alternative I3 indicates that the only trail to open at the onset of USFWS 
management is the trail to the Lindsay Ranch. Other trnik would not open uutil5 
years lnw the  15-year plns. W e  recommend that if trniis, pnrtlrularly those on the 
southern portion of the site, can br open sooner, the USFWS should not bind 
themselves with this document to the 5 years. We believe to put such D limitallon of 
5 years in the document is tu0 premalnm 'Trail opening could be tied to reduction 
of the roadway footprint to a trnil and Io otber regional trail conneetiuas. 

D Addi~ioe or the analysis of potrutial Colorndo Front RangeTrail lncluslon on the 
Refuge -The vision for the Governor's Colorado Front Range'rrd calls for a ?25-ni& 
network of m i l s  connecting Fori Collins in the north to Trinidad in southern Colorado. 
While the issuc hns k e n  discossrd through this planning pmcss, liltle or no anelpis hns 
been provided to look st the reason.?blencsJvinbility of such n corridor through the 
Refuge. We rcqunt rfia this miai~sis be pati or the nianngemuit planning process to 
provide kti ial  data on the opporfunitia and impxcts of such a corridor. 

No annlysis wns pror.tdd in tbc 1)ItAiT. 

1 6 4  

16-5 

16-6 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

16-4. Several jurisdictions have suggested additional trail loops in 
the southh'part  of the Refuge. Revisions to the Alternative B trails 
include a trail connection to the southwest, a more direct connection 
to the east, and a new southern east-west trail alignment that provides 
a,more diverse and higher quality trail experience. These trail 
revisions do not significantly change the total length of trails in 
Alternative B. .  The Service believes that the significant additions to 
the trail system would no longer strike the balance between public 
use and habitat management that Alternative B seeks to achieve, 
would add to the overall trail length without contributing to the 
quality of the experience, and would add to the cost of trail 
maintenance. 

16-5.. Due to .the level of disturbance to the site, a limited budget for 
Refuge management, and public concerns about access to the Refuge, 
the Service has elected to maintain the public use implementation 
plan that was proposed in the Draft CCP/EIS. By focusing staffing 
and budgetary resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations,.and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce dnew disturbance onto the landscape. However, Objective 
2.13 Recreation Facilities has been revised to allow greater 
flexibility in opening additional trails in the first five years if 
conditions and funding allow. 

16-6. In the DEIS and FEIS, the Front Range Trail was considered to 
be a Reasonably Foreseeable Activity that was planned to occur 
outside o f  the Refige. None of the alternatives considered 
incorporating the Front Range Trail onto the Refuge, and thus the 
effects were not analyzed. 

In developing the alternatives, the Service examined if the Front 
Range Trail could be accommodated on a portion of the site, and 
found that there are currently no reasonable alternatives for locating 
thdtrall ,on, the Refuge. The Service does not have a lead role in 
planning the.Front Range Trail, but will work with state agencies and 
local government proponents if any future trail alternatives are 
developed that include the Refuge. 
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Comment # I Letter #I6 continued 

16-7 

16-a 

16-9 

16-10 

16-11 

16-1 2 

Rocky Flats XWK 
Laurie Slrauiori, Plnnning Team Leader 

I'qc Four 
April 26.2003 

u Equestrian access: lcffemn County with its rich history of pionen settlemen:. cnttle 
and horse rmchirg and cquestriw activities continues to this day witJi its questrim 
tradition. Our Open Spxc ur:s shzrc hundreds ofmiles o f  equmtrian trails. the inost 
prolific tnil system in Colorado. In addition, BCCSS and connection$ to city and 
rwreltlion district trails serve both Jefferson County and Boulder County equestrian 
populations. The Rocky Pial5 Wildlife Refuge should provide the neecssq link hctwcen 
tnils. If aiy issue wns strongly cxpresrcd by the Jefferson County Open Space Advisory 
Comniittcc. it  was for the inclusion ofcquesni.ul tnil uscs within the refuge. 

W e  are pknrrd tbat Altcroative B is inclusive of equestrian use a i  least in the swlh 
slde of che site. 

SofCh,: - .  
No comment3 

Open (9. Kftective Cummnnirntion: 
u We strongIy cncoungc the continua:ion o f  the open comniunication throughout the 

planning process and coniinue the coonfinatiodp;lrtncrship with the surrounding 
comnrunitics once the site ofticidly bccoms thc Refuge. 

Workine with Qlhrrs: 
a We h3ve xvenl resources that the Scrvice should explore ihat3rc utilkccd by Jcn'cmn 

County including voluntecn, the JefTerson County ltisIorica1 Swicty. eb. 
o As pan ofthe Emergency planning ccTons, the County has an Emcrgcncy Management 

Coordinator and rhc Shcriff s h p m n e n i  thal has worked with the site lo help with 
various issues. 

a As noted in the document: 'Cooniinnte . . . mineral rights issues, and highway planuing 
along Indiana with local open spaw agmcics and adjacent landowners.- Plcnse revise to 
sny%ith I d  governmentf'sintc wmc olthc issues (mineral rights wd tnnsponation) 
for Jefferson Cowity are coordinated throupJ thc County i\dminisuator'$ oftice. 

Heluee Qperslions. 
u While we arc not in the position to comment on the number of PTEs n d d  for the 

mmagenienl of the Refuge, we do want to express our view of  the intent of proper snd 
effective rnan+ywnt Thc s~affmfvrg of the Rcluge should address the adopted alrernstive. 
As in the case of.4ltemalivc B providing trail loops, trail heals and intnprclntton. there 
should be cnough premcc to monitor proper use and enforcc regulations protecting the 
sited md rwurces. Thcrc should hc adequate stailing to cover the entratws. circulate 
around die site nnd he nvnilnblc on-zile during thc hours h e  Refuge is opeit to the public. 
Ccnainly UI after hour s:affpresc.nce ~*oiild be nice, however. contract secunty maybc 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
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Response 
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16-7. .Alternative B includes equestrian access on the trails in the 
southem part of the Rehge, under the stipulations that are described 
in the Compatibility Determination in Appendix B. 

16-8. The Service is looking forward to continued collaboration with 
the County, and other nearby jurisdictions. Working with others is 
one of the six planning goals of the Refuge. 

16-9. The Service would consider these and other resources during 
the management of the Refuge. 

16-10. The Service would work with the County to establish 
appropriate emergency response protocols. 

16-11. The FEIS was revised accordingly. 

16-12. The Service does not anticipate a constant law enforcement 
presence on'the'Refuge. However, the Service does believe that the 
proposid levels of staffing are sufficient to implement the 
management objectives that are proposed in the CCP. Resources 
would be'shared across the refuge complex that includes the Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal NWR and Two Ponds NWR. 
.. . . . .  .. . . 

. -  

. 
...$ . 
' .. . . i .  . . 

. . :  . . ... ' .  ., 
.. .. . . I .  

. .  . .  
. . . .  : . . .  . ... . .  ~ -,. <..::. : 

. ..,r i.: - . . ' .  
- .  

I .. 

13 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



Letter #I6 continued 

Rocky Flats NWR 
Lmiirie Shannon. Planning 'ream Lcader 

Page Five 
April 26.2005 

Response 

& q u e  during those holm Add%lionally, we are assuming the nimihcr of R E S  
includcs those aho will mist i n  the rcstomlion efforts. 

From our expertise it appears that tire number of ITEs appears 10 be YI of what 
would be needed to providc adequate manajirment. 

Other comments: 
o Perimeter Fencing: Early in the process of the draA legislation, a key issue vorcnt by the 

citv of Arvado was the issue of fence t w  since thc lacatiun of Rocks Fhts is at the 16-13 
gaieway to the city and Io ieffcrsan County Xo mention was made I; the propr.4 
management p l ~ ~ .  so Jefferson County uonls to voice their suppoxi lor thecity of 
Awah's posilron to miiiimiLe the use of obtrusire fencing and support thc concept of it 
traditional three-strand wtllc fence, with stlys. around the perimeter of the Uefuge. 

We do support the position to demarcate lands that will  he retained by the 
Departmtnt of Energ) and to post nny necessary information lo communicale lo the 
general public of the rcstrictrd ~ccess. 

D Transportation Corrldor. As you w mare. a major transportation corndor is need& 
through thrs portion of JefTewii County Jefferson Cowry. aid the cilies of Goldtn. 
Lakcwood, Wheat Ridge. i u r  adrc and Westlninster, completed B hi0 year study known as 
the Nonhwest Quadrant Feasibility Study which identified the need to presen'e 300-fcct 
of nght-of-uay generdly along the Indima comdvr The irnplcmcnlahon of this findins 
thzoua the effons of the tio\cmor and 10~31 clcctcd ofiiciils has progmsd and the 
Colondo Department of Transporntion (CDO Q is initialing thc Environmaild imp@ 
Statement (EIS) for the corndor We support che Senice in thar e f fo~?~  to identify thc 
impsts of the 300-faot corndor along the w e 4  side of Indiana to determine the impacts 
5s it relates lo tbc msn&gemont of the RCfIIge. tlowe$rr, we do not see the Service os 
tmnrpnrtation planners and request the determination of appropriale 
tmnrportatioa right-of-way width bc a part of the EIS that will be completed by 
CDO I .  Ihe Senice analymg the entire 3OO-foot width should identify all imp3cts 
idenuficd for the Senice It 3s not the function. nor IS it within the expcnirc oflhe 
Service to detummc the ~ d t h  of the Imtential transpmtion corridor 

Anai)sb war probided within &e document hoireier, at limes, statemeals wrre 
made without mensurable data. Minlmnl comments should he made nod the 
*Northwest Corridor En*ironmenlnl Impact Statemunc" should fully explore each 
issue and the cumulative impacts. 

16-1 4 

. . ... , . . .  
. . .  . .  

16-13; As required by the Refuge Act, the Service analyzed different 
fencin&options in Section 4.15 -Fencing Considerations. A barbed- 
Gre'boundary fence was recommended for all alternatives. Section 
1.8 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a 
barbed-wire:agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks with 
appropriate signage would best demarcate the DOE retained area, 
keep any livestock out of the DOE retained area, and indicate the 
DOE lands would be closed to public access. Such a fence would not 
adverselyaffect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

16-14. T i e  DEIS and F E E  identify those resources that fall within a 
distance of 50, 125, 300 feet from Indiana. The Service acknow- 
ledges that the transfer of land for the purposes of transportation 
improvements is DOE'S responsibility and would occur prior to the 
establishment of the Refuge. The Refuge Act directs the Service to 
addrewand make recommendations for the identification of any land 
that DOE could make available for transportation improvements. The 
F E E  was revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses poten- 
tial Refuge 1,ands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana Street 
up to 300 feet wide. The new section also describes recommended 
mitigation measures that would minimize adverse impacts to the 
Refuge related to any transportation improvements along Indiana 
Skeet, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

. .. 

..., ' .  , . . 
. .  . . :  
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Comment 
# Letter # I6 continued 

16-15 

16-16 

16-17 

16-1 8 

Rocky Flats NWR 
laurie Shannon, Planning Tern Leader 
April 26.2003 
Page Six 

0 Mineral Rights: Jclli.rson Cowity understands lhc Ser\lcc’s positlon on not managng 
Imds without the ryu~sition ofthe mirierd rights lloacwr. we have always been clcar 
in our positton. Wc can suppan Federal owncrdi~p of tlrc nghts. pro\ t d d  that they can 
be acquired from a willing seller and requcst )ou 13heappropnntc steps to work nith 
the owners orthemineral n e t s  to secure iheowncrship 

15-Jcar Phasing: The RocLy Flats site ha9 a long histo9 ofclosure and rwmctcd access. 
With the impending chsnges in land utihration coupld wtli se\rrdl very concerned and 
i m o l d  con~niunrties along the Front Range, it is ~mponant to introduce the public to the 
site ns soon as i t  is reusonably possiblr’. Thcse we conimun~ties that appreciate open lands 
and wildlife nnd the values they hnng As with thc arsenal site. public access. 
understanding dnd appreciation will funher the role of  the Sm’ice m hccping thls 
WUKC available to millions of hlem Denrn’s residents Unlihe the arsenal. this site 
a111 be “cleun” before the ntnnngcment 16 tumal over lo the Sewice, thcrelore. publlc usc 
c m  be mare flutble Jefferson Coun!y. therefore. IS hoping that select portions of the 
Refuge would be opened for publtc usc m won as IS possthle - almost tnunedialely. We 
don’t want to see malysis pamlpsrs We a l ~ o  encourage rhc Sen ice, in conjunction with 
the local govenlment parfners. to eke advantage crf the neht three years before the o%ctai 
transfer of  the land, ta explore the oppof t~ r~ t ie~  for in~medi~lc public ncccss For 
example, Isrge tm1s of“buffer“ lands rimer m e i r d  dirat nianufactunng impacts from 
plant operations and have remained vinuallp die same since our enrly pioneer days Ihey 
arc pent examples of both wll md shon grass prairie bid.;  and pmhe ecosysten~s thal 
can hc combined with public use to find the appropriate balsncc for the Refiige 

D Several references mere niode to “pre-’icttlcntcnt” cunditionr. lbroughout the 
document. It would be helpful to yuantifj whnl “prc-setllemcnt’’ Conditions a r e  

Thank you once q p i i r  for the opportunity tu coinment Please do not hesitate to cont3ct us or 
Nanette Ncelw. Assistant County Admuustntor. for a i y  oddrtioiutl infurmalion or asustalCC 
W e  me loohing forw;url to the patnersh~p in this Jefferson CountyJewel! 

n 

Sincerely, 

Response 

16-15. Thank you for your comments. 

16-16. See response to comment 16-5. 

16-17. The FElS was revised to clarify the meaning of “pre- 
settlement” conditions to be a conceptual goals for habitat restoration 
based on ecological conditions that existed prior to ranching and 
modern use and disturbance of the site. This definition has been 
added to the glossary. 

16-18. Thank you for your comments. 

. : . .  
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Letter # I6 continued Comment 
# 

Rocky Flats NWK 
Lauric Shannon. Planning Tewi Leader 
April 26 ,200 ,  
Page Seven 

BCCJmm 

e: toloindo Congressional Uelcgatiotl 
Jefferson County Open Space Addt~ory Commillce 
Dnvid Abelson. RFClnG Executive Dimtor 
Potrick Thompson, Counly Adminiswitor 
Nmctte Feelan. Assisttmt County Administrator 
Ralph &hell. Open Space Director 
Ken Foelskc. Opt& Spacc Manager 
Dannie Brindie. Public Works Director 
Richwl Turner, Planning Dirwtor 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

. .  
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:ornrnent 
# 

Rocky Flab National Wildlife R m e  
Cornpretitnsive Conservation Plan 
Attu: Planning fenm Leader Laune Shannon 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvke 
Rocky Mountnin Arsenal NWR 
Building 121 
CnnuunreC1ty. co 80022 

Letter #I7 

17-1 

17-2 

D w M s  Shannon 

Golden City Council appppreciat~~ p u r  agency taking the lime lo brief us on the pmposed 
altemawes for uddhfe and rcsource m,mznngmeni and public uses at Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge ( W r R ) .  We commend you for your elforts 10 ensurc the 
pmjra's goals and objaCivcs me conipatible with nclghbonng cornrnu~tics. We 
welmmc thc opportunity to d e w  the alremctres and rtromrncnd the drof propsat 
action AIl@rnariw B - UWItfe, Ilabita; 6: Public l1.w 

This dtemative hest fits Goldm Gty Coinl's dmve for a Wmcc bettcccn public use 
and protection of wildltfe. .*ltcmalrve B ntarntins stnd control mer access tn w m  wilh 
rrmvning residual cnnminntion We suppan plans included in hlrmottw B fix Vails 
in both the northern and southem regions of thc site. with cquatnlut q a b i l i t i a  in Ihe 
south as well. Altanative H is also duirablc due to its o ~ c s s  Lo limited hunttng 
wp&rhtia and the unique use af  p x t  of the site espertally for handic;r@ hunten 
We bclievc the addamn of  multiple ovmteu* $ i l a  uill pmnds excellent eduwtionaf 
op~rtw~tics  for nsitors lo gwn perspective. 

In addition to supporting Altanati\e D. Goldw Cify Council urges you to take nll action 
passlhle IO prtserve and restore the Lindsay Ranch ham to the greatest extent possble. 
The bani is a umrndous piece of history on the site. and provides great tns1ghl 

Smcercl y, 

~ ! o ( , = l l & h  
Bob Selwtn - Major Pro-Tun 

Response 

7-1. Thank you for your comments. 

7-2. Alternative B includes the stabilization and interpretation of 
le Lindsay Ranch barn. 

. .  

. .  

. .  

,. ~ . 
1 .  
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Letter #I8 Comment 
# 

18-1 

18-2 

April 22.2004 

I.aurie Shannon 
Kocky Flnls Natioid Wildlife Refuge 
US Fish nnd Wildlife Senice 
Rocky Mountain Arxnal Building 121 
Commerce City, CO 80021 

\'In email ~ c . r h a n n o n G M . d a c . g ~  and US Maif 

He: Comments of City of Golden on Draft Comprehensive Conservafion Plan (CCP) 
and Environmental ImyacI Stalemcnt ( E X )  for Rocky Flats National \Vildlifc 
Refuge 

Dear M s  Shannon: 

In accordonce with the F e d 4  Register Satice at 69 FR 11 853. I a n  submitting this coniment 
lctta for the Cny of Golden (Golden) as an addltion to thc comments submined 10 you on Apnl 
2 I by Mayor Chuck B m h  and Mnyar-Pro Tbm Bob Nelson Golden i s  one of the atm 
identified in section 3 l78(b) ofthe Rocky Flats Nationnl Wildlifc Refuge Act of 2001 (Act), 
Public Law 107-107, us puticiprrnts cntitled to dum involvcmcnl in thccomprehcnsi~ 
pluming process. 

Golden suppons plans to ensure chat thc Refuge will be managed to provide for consmation and 
presmation of' native hnbitnts and wildlife, JS u*ell as f d e r  prnrrvation of the unique 
Mountain Backdrop dong thc Front Range. It nlso seck to ensun that the planning pmxss will 
adequately identify ond minimize the e f f a u  that any transportation projects thal may be located 
along the a t  side of the Refuge will have on h e  Refuge's rcsowxs and the region us a whole 

Transpartation Corridor Irruu 

Tbc Act explicitly dirccts FWS to plan far rrnd make recommendations in the CCP rcgnrding n 
transportation conidor ofup to 300 feet in tvidth along Indiana Strat on h e  e;tstem boundary of 
the Refuge. FWS's manLlc is to protect the resources contained within the Rdugt nnd ensure 
the biologtul vtabifity of wldlifc mwes and habitat. 

I'urzuant to the A% the CCP shall "address stid rnakc recornmemiations on . . the idmafieation 
of any llmd" that may be made avditnbh Tor the trampomion corridor. A d  st 6 3 178(d)(l) 
The Act c l d y  conteniplata that FWS uill wrcrcix judgment regnrding h e  extent of the 300- 

Response 

18-1. n 'ank  you for your comments. 

18-2. The Service does not have the authority to determine the extent 
(up to 300 feet) of a transportation corridor that could be made 
available. The transfer of land for the purposes of transportation 
improvements is DOE'S responsibility and will occur prior to the 
Refuge establishment. 

The DEIS identifies those resources that fall within a distance of 50, 
125, and 300 feet fiom Indiana. The Refuge Act directs the Service 
to address and make recommendations for the identification of any 
land that DOE could make available for transportation improvements. 
The FEIS was revised to include a new Section 4.16 that discusses 
potential Refuge lands within a corridor immediately west of Indiana 
Street up to 300 feet wide. The new section also describes 
recommended mitigation measures that would minimize adverse 
impacts to the Refuge related to any transportation improvements 
along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 
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Letter #I8 continued Comment 
# 

foot comdor lhat could be made available and how thc tnn=yoonaion immdor will inienct with 
mmagcmmt of the Rcfuge. FWS has the ability and the obligation to plnn for a smaller comdor 

If Congress had nic‘ant FWS merely ut idcntif) the 300-fool inaximum corridor alrwdy identlficd 
in the Act, the language rrquinns F\% S ”Io &dress ~d m d e  rffomrncndntions on 
idatifiution of land . that muld be male a\ltilnhIc“ would be swplus. Tlir rcqmrcmcnt to 
addms the transportation corndm in the CCP, coupled aith the qu imncn t  in the Act that an 
app~icant show that n projccl would minimize impacts on FWS’s munqvmcnf of thc Refugc, td 
31 $ 3 114(c), contemplates that FWS will r\tablish objective cntcno q a r d i n g  the m d o r  thu 
wll intom u hetha a proposed pmjat would adequntely ”minimile a d v t m  cffm on the 
managmwrt of Rocky Flats as a uildlifc refuge.” This thc Daft CCP &Is to do 

The Draft CCP selects three wmdor widths (SO, 125 and 300 fcct) and, in Chapim 4, nrtanpts to 
quantify the extent of impact to various Refuge resources in each of these (hree hypothetical 
comdos Wule this is n usful ~XLTCSC in predicting the rough pmeters ofmipact. i t  does 
not assid in meeting the slatutory raquiremcnt of pmwdtng abjeclive a i t n o  for cvalumng an 
applicauon for a oorndor. \then submitted. 

The Act provides that, upon submission of an application by “any county. city, or atha politid 
subdivision of the Stntc of Colorado,” DOE. in consultatton with the S w e ~ q  of Intenor, “shall 
makc mml;tble lmd dong the eastern boundary of Rocky Flats for the sole purpose of 
tmnsportatton impvuncnts dong lndimn Street.” A d  a1 $ 3  17J(el. The application must 
include donunmtntion dtlnonsuat~ng that (1) the trawprmfranprqcrf ic contrnvfcdso (LT tu 
minimize adrrrsc cflccts an fhr m u n ~ m e n t  of Rocky Fiats us a wldlfle rflugsb; and (2) the 
muqmrtauon projtxt is included in the rcgonal tnnsportatroa plan of the Dcnva Regional 
Council of Gomnnients (“DRCOG“) Id The land mnde war1ablc”iny not exlaxi more than 
300 fix! h m  the Hest edge of thc Indim S W  right-of-nay 

The Act does not provldc explicit standards or cnima by rrhjeh DOE nould dctmninc if a 
tmnsportation p ~ j e c t  would mimmize pot~mtial unpacts on the Rcfuge. iloueva, the language 
of the Act d m e d  a! lhe mtnimi7abon of the “adverse cffects on the muwgement a/Ruck) FIau 
N a mtW/fc refuge” indicates that W S  - as *e designarcd rnannga and planner for the Rehgt - uould pmndc such standnnls through the CCP. W S ’ s  plans for managing and pmleuing the 
Refugc rruturees will provide the critcnil for determhng how a mnsportabon proposal wll 
rffat the Rchge’s mnmgemmt. In th~s w e ,  the CCP will supply the stanhrds by uhich 
minimuation of impacts to Rcfub- ntmngnncnt will de determined FWS must develop these 
stnadurds 8s p a  of its duties under the Ad rtnd Ihe Refuge System Act. These scnnduds iuc 
oniincd from the Draft CCP, and Goldm submits that thwe elements should cnmmpass, nl a 
minimum, the follouing 

18-3 

1 8 4  

Id 

Use of the nmtvesr mctifnblc nrhr-of-wv 

m o p n e n t  of a wmnletc inventow of resources in the comdor and assessment oftheir 
imwrtance t~ FWS’s maneucmmt of the Refine 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

18-3. The Service disagrees with the City’s interpretation that the 
Refuge Act requires “objective criteria” for evaluating an application 
for a corridor. If an application is submitted to DOE for the corridor, 
the Service would work with the applicant and the DOE to minimize 
the impacts of transportation improvements to the Refuge. See 
response to comment 18-4 for additional discussion. 

18-4. The Refuge Act directs the Service to make recommendations 
on land that could be made available for transportation 
improvements. To that end, the FEIS includes a new Section 4.16, 
which discusses potential concerns that the Service would have 
related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, 
Highway 128, and Highway 93. 

,.., . . . .  
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Letter # I8  continued Comment 
# 

e Dcvclopnirni of sbndmls for t l i c  mivniial use of the tmnsni rdon  mmdor In ~ m w c  n 
miniinuin of imnndr io the fiiiU13ccment (if  the Rcfuxc nurswnt io [he Act. A pruposed 
t:mnsponntion pnijcct would minimize impacts tu the ninna&xmcnt ofhe Rcfuge only if: 

A’o other procticvblc ii&itc olrrrnariic eoirld mrrr t*nsirunmcntolly oppropnorr 
rmrupnutlon ohjcrril CJ. 

11 wes the niinimum amount of RcfUCrp’.opv?y nrressan to nii’ct rhr 
miironmcnfuolly opproprintc tranrporrarton ohjrcrhes. 

o I t  provides (111 msonabtv or~~ilrrblr mirigattan mcrwiw~f IO mtnimix imparts 10 
Hcftige hobiror. m’syorion rums.  aarer yuolin. ab quolip. and arhcr rciourccs. 

o I t  minimixs e~liicrs to oflsiu rcsourcc3 lhar arc ff7IpoPfanJ to the nta!mgrmml of 
rhr Rcybgr. such ax odjocent arrm ojoprn spnce u r d  N hubmt hy Rcfi.p? 
series. strcams. ~Irnslierfs, and open s p r r  recreational ocrii~irics. and IO the 
regional cni?ronmcnr. 

18-5 

3 

o 

18-6 

18-7 

18-8 

E ~ e n  aside h m  the specific qurrcmcnl in the AcI to ddrw the Irmssnation 
comdor, F\W cannot plan for the Refuge withour addressing he effects of use of the 
trrutsponation comdor Thc Refuge Systm ACI rcquucs that comprchcosivc 
oonsenwion p1m.r idcntify md dam‘bc “sipificunt @Inns b t  mny adversely 
affect &e populnlms and h&ita!s offish, wildlife, and plants W h i n  the planning 
UNI md the m o n s  necessary to wmt or mitigate such problans ’’ 16 U S.C 
8 668dd(e) A highway comdor that would cu! through c n t t d  habiurt for nn 
cndmgmcd s p e s ,  ualmids, and rn xme 1dlg;lus prairie hnbrtat qunlifirs ns n 
problem that irwy nKca habitat within &e p l w y  unit ‘ihncforc. the CCP Plan 
must identify impacu msocta~ed wth the use of  the tran‘iprtation mmdor and the 
actions necessary to rmtipte thcm. Discusion of impxts maciy IF, n Euntulntive 
impacts issue undn NEPA is tnsuffinent 

Irnpretc of Othrr Searby, Forescenhle nercloprnent on Refuge Resources 

The CCP makes oidy n pnsstng refmce to future dcvdopmcnt djacenl to the 
southern boundary of thc RCFU~C (CCP nt 67). n e  CCP Bdmowlcdgcs Ihat lhis 
dc.relupm,ment is“Rasonsb1y Fareseenblc.” Id. Irr is dual role as an Enwronmcotal 
Impnct Statement and Plan for the Refuge, the CCP must be mscd to Lsclose, 
discuss and plnn for the probable inipacts of this intalsite midcnbal and commmcisf 
dew5opcnt ( d l e d  Vduxmont) (in the Refuge and 11s m m  40 CFR 1508 7. As 
m m d y  Md, thc CCPEJS d q u a t c l y  d i s w s s  t h w  impneI~  Forcsceablc 
Jc.rdopnait on m y  of the Refuge‘s othn cxtrrmrl boundarm must likeuse be 
discussed. Id 

Endangered Species lnipecls 

With respect to the Prchle‘~ Mouse, the DrnA CCP stntcs t h t  the pnrpwed Refuge 
contains no dCSibp8td entical habitat for the Mouse, imply$ that its habitat may he 
tnken nnd usui for conflichng purpoves (CCP at 1 1  1) \Vhilc i t  is a m a t c  to stmc 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

,.. . .  . Response 

18-5. See response to comment 18-4. 

18-6. See response to comment 18-4. 

18-7. The FEIS was revised to describe the types of cumulative 
impacts that adjacent urban development may have on the Refuge. 

18-8. Rocky Flats was not included as critical habitat for the Preble’s 
because it-was designated to become a National Wildlife Refuge and 
the mouse would be protected as a result. While the DEIS states that 
the Refuge was not included in the critical habitat designation for the 
Preble’s, the Service disagrees with the assertion that this statement 
of fact implies that “its habitat may be taken and used for conflicting 
purposes.” During the critical habitat designation process, the 
Service directed that areas outside of the critical habitat designation 
will continue to be subject to conservation actions and regulatory 
protections (69 Fed. Reg. 37295). 

The Final CCPEIS identifies up to 8.5 acres of potential Preble’s 
habitat that would be included in a 3oo-foot transportation right-of- 
way. While the revised discussion in Section 4.16 includes general 
concerns related to habitat impacts related to Refuge management, it 
is not the Service’s responsibility to analyze the potential direct 
impacts of yet unknown transportation improvements. 

.. , ..: ..,: 
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# I Letter # I8  continued 

thiu the final critical habitor rule did not designate mtical habitat within the proposed 
Refuge. sec 68 Fed. Reg 37276 [lune 23,2003), the implication, if it wbt intended by 
FWS, IS incon&. The NIC makes clear thot the refuge contans &e ckfbcio aiticsl 
habrrot of the Mouse. and as such thal habitat enjoys protection from laking under 
scclion 9 of the Endangered Species Act. 68 Fed. Reg at 37.305 (“The S m c e  %ill 
manage Ihe refuge in a m e r  to c o r n  the Rcble’s For that rearok we find lhat 
thc Rocky Flats site is not in naed of special mnnagemnt measuru.”) See c.g. Pdda 
v, Hawaii, 852 F.2d I 106 (9“ Cu 1988) Again, it is necmary IO identify the 
planning measures by which the CCP can enwc no takings of the -le’s Mouse. 
and the consemation of thc Preble’s Mouse, in the corn& of thetrmsportation 
conidor. 

&tichael c. ~ e s t ~ r  
City Manager 

Response 

I )  

. .  

. . .  
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Letter #I9 Comment 
# 

JOHN UNOCY CIRCSON 
11..C-te*.11 

NARY MEAD HAMMONO 

LEE n. JOHNSON 

tmo LINCOLN STRCCT. suitc SPDO 

rncmotc iaos e a ~ a  
TELECOPIU) iyui w i a r o  

YlLLUY A. PAOOOCU 

U R L D  OMLSEH 
B C I H  A N N  J, PARSONS 

OLNVCR. COLOIIAOO I)080%48IO 

~41.D: ehpOd)ph-.tom 

Response 

April 23,2oW 

LaurieShaunon 
Planning Team Leader 
Rocky Mountnin Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge 
Building 121 
Commafc City, CO 80022-1748 

Re: 7 % ~  Droj Comprrhprrtive Comemation Plon and E n ~ r n ~ ~ l I a l  tmpod 
Slorempn!, dated Febnrary 2004 

Dear Ms. Shannon: 

I ani writing on behalf of the Woman crak Rsavoir Authority. Ihe Woman Cndr 
Reservoir Authonty ("Authority") appraiolcs the opportunity to comma1 on the Draft 
Comprehmrw Corumwrion ond Envrmnmcntol Impect Sltltemcnr(CCP/EIS) for the Rocky Flau 
National Wildlife Refuge (RFNWR) The Authority is a political subdivision and a publtc 
corporation of the State of Colorado. Its membership is mmprisal o f  the cities of Wcshninsrer, 
Nod~glenn, and Thornton. The Authority OWN propaty adjaccnt to the proposed refuge MO. 

19-1 

nteAuihoriIysuppo~thedrslproposedaetton "AltaMtiveB - WildlifeHabitat&Public 
Use" Alternative B allows fm public w of Ihe d g e ,  protection of wildlife and habitat, and 
conmllal -s to area wth midual contamination. In addition,plea~c incgarstcby rcfmoc 
the City of Wcsuninstdr April 21, 2004 letter containing comments to tbe CCPEIS for lhe 
RFNWR. 

The Authoriryupatsthatitwillbeinwlved inandinformcdofanyfunvcadonrrgarding 
the RFNWR, and would also like to partidprte and comment on the CCPlElS final plans. Thank 
you, once again, for the oprtuni ty  to cammat  

n 

Cc: Bud Ran 
Mary Fabiiiak 
Ron Hcllbusch 
Jam- Hollodey 
Rocky Rou Coalition of Local GovnnmmIs 
Iblrj4Wlll) 

19-1. Thank you for your comments. See responses to the City of 
Westminster's comments (letter #12). 

. .  
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Letter #20 Comment 
# 

20-1 

20-2 

20-3 

Alliance for Nuclem Accountability 

Rocky Rnls NWR 
Comprehensive Conwrvation Plan 
Atttt: hurie Shannon. Plnnning Tam Leadex 
US. Fish and Wildlife Serv~cc 
Rocky Mountnin Ancntil NWR. Building 121 
Commncc City. CO 80022 

RE Pmposil to open ihc Rocky Flats Wildlife Kcfuge 10 public uw. 

Dear Comprchcnsivc Cowemtion Planning Tam:  

Thc A I I i m  for Gudcar Accounobilily (ANA) is a notional ncfwork ofmom lhsn 
th‘uty Id. regional and ~ t i d  organizations r e p e n t i n g  ihc concerns d 
mmmunitics downwind nnd downsacm from U.S. n u d w  *capons pmducfion 
and mdiw@vc waste disposal si$. 

,AYA’s brad mnge of mcmber organizations ob* in  he strongest ~ M C Z  to the 
pmpoxd opening of Ihc Rocky Ras Wildlife Refuge lor public m a t i o n .  Fa 
almost half a century, rhc cxccdingly dnngennts work of pmcessing and m v c r i n g  
plutonium ond’of tirartufacluring thc fissionable plutonium “pits” of nuclear 
weapons HW done at Rocky Rats. Furs, accidcn~s, routinc opcmtions. and mndom 
dumping during Ihc pcduction scattered phmnium across the whde of the 6%)- 
=IC sitc. Othcr toxins. including beryllium. organic compoundsds, heavy metals. and 
other radioactive mnerials w e n  also r e l c d  into the environment OT dispcsLd of on 
the +. Given tha~ thcsc toxins will still be pnsmt in varying m n u  when FWS 
recci~cs thc site from DOE FWS must take on the responsibility of keeping the 
public w a y  fmm l l~ uta. 

Tlic M I  Coniprcknsivc ConxrVnrion Pian and Eiwhnmcnwl Lmpacl Smkmciit 
for tho Rocky Rats National Wildlife Refuge, Rxvntly mlcnsed by FWS i 
h t v i d t n o c  hf OK site will d n  contaminated until wcU.beyond their 
pwpjsd hand-over to W S .  Indecd. the site will mnain contaminated essentiatly 
fomvw. b a o u . .  plutoniunx with a half-life of 24,400 years, remains ~ c r o u s l y  
ndiortctive for n quarter of a million yeas. Plutonium pytides dusted over the 
surface environment cwld be Stirred up ;unf n?suspended by thc mmtional  
activities of hiking. biking, hunting. and h0-k riding proposed by F W S  in its 
prcfcnul alternative for future use of the si&. Tiny @clcs inhalad inpeslcd. (K 

ohmire taken into the body my nsuh in cancer. harm td rhc immune sySlcm, or 
pollutionof die human gem pml. N u m s  sludies indicatc thalcurnnl official 
standards for permissible cnpsun seriously underestimate the harm t h l  may result 
from exposurr to a miniscule quantity of plutonium. Mtucwcr. g d c  effects on 
wildlife arc vcry poorly undentocd. in addition, some scientist. f a r  chat wind. 
fitads. Ti. gropliysiwi clwigm, N well N sniiilsll md human actibhy, will hritg to 
the surfnce plutanium and OW d m g m s  maIcnais being left in h e  subsurfncc 
cnviranmcnt and so in- lk dnngea of exposure to humans. Little.is known 
sbout tho spcrgistic EITCCIS of vnricrus toxins in combination. 

Response 

20-1. Thank you for your comments. 

20-2. There is no scientific evidence that there are dangerous levels 
of plutonium or other contaminants scattered “across the whole of the 
6,500 acre site.” Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can 
become a Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a 
cleanup and closure. The EPA and CDPHE considered the types of 
recreational activities that may be allowed on the Refuge when the 
RSALS of cleanup were determined. The Service is not a decision- 
maker in matters regarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have 
accepted that all activities proposed in the CCP will be safe. 
However, in response to public interest and concern, an expanded 
discussion of issues related to site cleanup is included in Section 1.8. 

20-3. See response to comment 20-2. 
~. 

. . . -. 

- . .  . . ’ . .  
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Letter #20 continued Comment 
# 

I 

20-4 

20-5 

20-6 

20-7 

20-8 

20-9 

20-1 0 

Oesplte these and other alwning indicators of the danyers posed by the sire to h u m  on or 
mar the premises. the site has nexcr heen examined to determine thc full estent of 
contaminnuon. The ”clemup” will be completed withou~ knowing whether there rue 
uiidc~ected hot spots of various contmlinantS. which t h m  will likely be. Wokcrs mcntly 
uncovered n buried incincmtor ~hree stories &I. Of the $7 billion being spent to close the 
sile by Dccenlbcr 2006. no more than 5.170 niillioi~ (about 7% of the toUd) will be applied 
dmetly IO cleaning the environment. Cleanup effort$ [ct Kwky Flats do not pmvick the 
nuximum possible protection for thc public 

At completion of the cleanup, the site will be divided betwan tits more-wntaminatcd 
still managed by the DOE and a lcsb-contnniinnied porrion to be operated by FWS ns the 
Wildlife Refuge Yct DOE and FWS propaw 3 Rocky Flars site wtth no fences or w.Vning 
signs. utiliwng only insti~tionxl nnd physical controls (e.& rules about use. b m k r s )  to h c p  
the public safe. The National Academy of Sciences says such conmls wlll fail. 

7he Alliance for Nuclear AccMlntabiliIy and its 33 member organimtiom rccogni7.n: the 
novelty of FWS k i n g  cxpccted to m i g c  as a wildlife refuge thc sitc of a former nuc1e:u 
weapons productton facility. We dm realize 0x11 making Rocky Hats into a wildlife refuge 
sets a proculent for &r wntaminaEd DOE sites. Clearly. this IS not business its usual 
Accordingly. we slrongly back the following proposals. 

Dtu to the contnminavd conditions of the Rocky H o t s  sale. the wildlife refuge should 
be declared off limiu IO the public for at least two centunes from establishment of the 
refuge 

A comprehonsive research progam should be implemented to collect d;t@ on the 
plutonium W y  burden of wildlife on the site, on thc b a i l  of which extmpolations 
can be made ta gcnetic c f f w  on the wildlifc and pent ia l  effects on humanc at or 
nenr the site 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should work closely wtth DOES Irgacy Manngcmrrt 
Office in unplementlng nt Rocky Flats a program of ongomg research on promising 
technologies that a n  be applied a1 the site to reduce U r n I d m Q o n  with minrmnl 
ecological d i s t u k c .  

To ovtrscf the foregoing, 8 bmdly  rrprrgnlaive pmgnun of public o ~ c n r g h l  shoufd 
be developed and tmplcmenral. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

20-4. See response to comment 20-2 

20-5. The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature of any fencing or structures demarcating its boundary within 
the Refuge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA parties. The 
Service is not the final decision-maker in these matters. However, the 
Service will . continue . .. to provide input to the RFCA parties. 

In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
“seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS was revised to 
indicate that the Service believes that a barbed-wire agricultural fence 
andor’permanent obelisks with appropriate signage would best 
demarcate the DOE retained area, keep any livestock out of the DOE 
retained iuea, and indicate the DOE lands would be closed to public 
access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the movement of 
wildlife across the site, and would not be visually obtrusive. The 
Service has provided these recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

20-6. The Rehge was established by the U.S. Congress in the Rocky 
Flats,National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001. Rocky Flats will not be 
the’first rehge established on a former nuclear facility. Saddle 
Mountain NWR was established in Washington in 1971, with over 
30,000 acres in the buffer zone of the DOE’S Hanford Site. Saddle 
Mountain was included in the Hanford Reach National Monument, 
created as part of the Refuge System in 2000. Over 50,000 acres of 
the Hanford Reach National Monument is currently open to public 
use. Unfortunately, with the Refuge system there are dozens of sites 
that have to deal with a variety of contaminant issues related to 
former andor adjacent land uses. 

20-7. See response to comment 20-2. 

20-8. Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested-at. Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant.uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky Flats.’ 

. . .  

. .  
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Comment I 
# Letter #20 continued 

20-1 1 
Wc hope that in your future dcltbcntions on the destnble end stale of the Rocky Flas site. 
comments suhmitted by the public u.111 bc t l e n  more ~ r i o u s l y  than they have k n  in the 
~ , I S L  Owr 8 5 4  of the individuals and organizations that eommenlcd on the Rocky RaU 
Cleanup Agmnient propowd in tole 2002 rejected Ihe plan w inadequate. ye1 thts fncl was 
ignored by the WE and the Fcgulators when t h y  adopted the plnn in June 2003. 

Sincerely. 

Susan Gordon. Dinctor 
Al1i;tnce for Nuclear Actwnlability 

Cc: Senator Wayne Allard 
Represenlalive Mark Udal1 
Rocky Flw Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky I;13u Codition of Locnl Governrncnu 

Response 

Extensive studies have been conducted on wildlife and vegetation at 
Rocky Flats since the mid 1970s, mostly by Colorado State 
University. These studies include two deer studies as well as studies 
of small mar’nmals, arthropods (insects), snakes, and cattle. Samples 
were taken of various species for the Draft Ecological Risk 
Assessments for Walnut Creek and Woman Creek Watersheds at 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (September 1995) and 
included samples from small mammals, insects, benthic invertebrates, 
and fish. Additional studies were done by CSU on vegetation uptake 
of Pu, in both terrestrial and aquatic species. Studies have also been 
do-ne at other DOE facilities that can be used to compare to Rocky 
Flats. .. ,_. .! ,:. 

One of the purposes that the Refuge was established is scientific 
research. Once the Service takes primary jurisdiction, the Service 
will review proposals for research on the site. If the Service 
establishes that the research will be of benefit to science and the 
advancement of the Refuge, the investigators will be allowed to 
proceedkith the research. 

20~9. ..Working with others is one of the six planning goals of the 
Refuge: .’. 

20-10. The Service, would involve the public in Refuge management 
decisions in a variety of forums. First, many of the specific 
management actions would be determined by “step-down” 
management plans, such as a Fire Management Plan or an Integrated 
Pest Management Plan. Step-down management plans typically 
include a public participation process. A second means for citizens to 
be involved in.Refuge management is through the establishment of a 
“Friends” group for the Refuge (Objective 5.4). Alternatives B and D 
would implement a volunteer program which is a great way for the 
public to actively engage in Refuge management. Finally, existing 
forums for citizen involvement in matters pertaining to Rocky Flats 
include the‘Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board (RFCAB), and the 
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. 

20-11. Thank you for your comments. 
,..’ ., ’ :;\:; i .  f.. 

. /  .: , 
... . ,  > * . . , .  
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Comment I 
# 

21-1 

21-2 

21-3 

21-4 

21-5 

21-6 

21-7 

Letter #21 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS npa11.2004 

Guy Burgess 

Jim Knopf 

BATCO + PMB 201 + 1705 14TH 5t. + Boulder, CO 80302 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

21-1. Thank you for your comments. 

21-2. Thank you for your comments. 

2113.’. Basedon the interest of the Coalition and several members of 
the public, the Service considered expanding initial public access 
opportunities on the Refuge. Due to the proposed restoration, a 
limited budget for Refuge management, and public concerns about 
access to the Refuge, the Service maintained the public use 
implementation plan for all alternatives. By focusing staffing and 
budgetary; resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the 
Service8would be able to reduce the severity of noxious weed 
infestations, ,and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape. 

21-4.. A parallel trail along the north-south access road has been 
incohoratedhto Alternatives B and D. 

21-5; The Draft CCP/EIS acknowledges that there would be no 
proposed connection between trails in the Rock Creek portion of the 
Refuge,.and the existing and proposed trails to the north of the 
Refuge along Highway 128. Based on the concerns of the Coalition, 
the City of Boulder, and several citizens, the planning team re-visited 
this decision, but did not include such a connection in the Proposed 
Action. A connection would not be provided because the Rock Creek 
drainage is the most ecologically sensitive portion of the Refuge, and 
therefore would only support seasonal, hiking-only trails. A multi- 
use through trail in this area would hamper the Service’s ability to 
manage access and seasonal closures. In addition, a trail connection 
to the north would need to ascend steep slopes below Highway 128, 
and would compromise the Service’s ability to manage trail access 
and use in the sensitive Rock Creek drainage. 

21-6. Throughout the planning process, there has been community 
$erest. in . a trail . - along the east side of the Refuge. For several 
reasons, the pioposed action does not include such a trail. These 
reasons include uncertainties surrounding the potential transfer of 
land along Indiana Street for regional transportation improvements, 
the desired level of trail facilities that would be consistent with the 
Service’s goal of,balancing habitat protection and public use, and 
public concerns.about contamination issues. While the Service does 
not hesitate’toaccept cleanup decisions related to protecting the 
safety ,of . .... Refiige:visitors . and workers, the Service is aware of and 

.. . . 
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Letter #21 continued Comment 
# 

21-8 

21-9 

21-10 

. 

BATCO + PMB 201 + 1705 14'" St. Boulder. CO 80302 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

. - .  ..; . ' . 
. .  

sensitive to public perceptions and concerns about residual 
contamination on the eastern edge of the Refuge and therefore does 
not propose a north-south trail along the west side of the Indiana 
Street corridor. However, the Service has added to the CCP/EIS a 
discussion of preliminary recommendations regarding transportation 
improvements along the Refuge boundaries (Section 4.16). A north- 
south trail connection along the Indiana Street comdor is among 
those recommendations. 

21-7. See.reSponse to comment 21-5 regarding connections to trails 
to the north. 'In regard to north-south equestrian access, the Service 
anticipates that the Front Range Trail, which is conceptually proposed 
along the.H'ighway 93 corridor, would provide north-south regional 
equestrian access. As noted in response to comment 21-6, the 
Service xecommends that a north-south multi-use trail be included in 

major . .  transportation improvements along the Refuge. 

21-8: 'Issues 'related to ongoing cleanup activities are beyond the 
Scope of the CCP/EIS and outside of the Service's decision-making 
authorjty. :Due'to the high level of public interest and concern, and 

sion of issues related to site cleanup is included in 

ognizes that the question of future public access 
to the Refuge is a sensitive political issue, and is confident in the EPA 
and CDPHE's position that once the site is certified to be safe, it 
would be safefor all Refuge activities, including public use. 

21-10. Thank you for your comment. 
. .  , -  > .. . . . . .  
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Letter #22 Comment 
# 

22-1 

22-2 

22-3 

22-4 

22-5 

Rocky Rats National Wildlife Refuge 
Comprehensive Coartrvrlion Plan 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Rocky Mountain Amend - Bldg. 1Zt 
Commerce City, CO 80022 Mar. 11,2004 

Tht Boulder County SIorsc Association (BCI1A) supports a mraninflul system of non-motorized 
mcarional tmils at the Rocky Rata National Wildlife M g e  We have been active paniCtp~w 
in the public input pnrcss as thc dialogue progreosed r e g d i n g  lratls and reatation. We 
sincerely appraciate your inclusion of equutrians on M leas a few mls nt the southern 
periphery of the Rchrge in Altanarive B. )our Proposed Action 

Howcvcr, we would like to take this opportunity to d e  a few comments sban Ahenrstin B in 
genaaf and 8bouI equtSaian considmuons in particular 

-&- 

I )  We apprcdate the care you b e  put into daignating w of the trail Conidom It appears 
most of thac will utrlize existing dignmcnls such as old roads, which b fmc with us It oppars 
that a Vaiicty of tml cxpcoencos dl ais0 bc OtTLYPd 

Ihc northwest portion of your map 
2 )  We suppon the acatton of somc (shortex] trails for pedesvians only. nrch as those &own on 

3) We suppon thc acetion of Om main Rcsuve cnyancc (the "coo* stabloo", including a 
trailhead, rcstnmmq and seasonal staIT) at the werrtan todon. 

4) We b e f i m  the pmposcd trailhead parkine 81 tbc abnhaa edge of che Resave sbwld be 
placed acruss Highway 128 from Ihc aisti coahon Drive Tmil. Your anmn popcsed 
loanion is  more than a mile east of Ihac point. forcing trail USQB to hikq wnik or ride aioq this 
busy and wry dangaous highway if tbey waoi to ga rim onetrtlil system to anaha. Tlxre is 
plenty of mom foa I trailhead parking at the appropriare location (i iia, one of y w r  $tcrnatiws 
shows it ps D possible &e for tbe Cold War inusarm!) 50 why not put it there? 

Po Box 19601 Boulder, Colorodo 80308-2601 web site: www.bouklerhorse.org 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  
.. . Response 

22-1. Thank you for your comments. 

2212: Thank you for your comments. The Refuge trail system was 
designed to provide minimize impacts to natural resources, provide 
meaningful visual or physical access to the Refuge attributes, and to 
provide.interesting experience for trail users. 

22-3. Tha& you for your comment. 

22-4. Thank you for'your comment. 

22-5. Early1.n the planning process, the existing pull-off area along 
Highway.l.28; adjacent to the Rock Creek drainage and across the 
road from Boulder County's Coalton Trail access was considered as a 
potential trailhead location. This trailhead location was not included 
in any of the alternatives for several reasons, all related to the 
sensitive natural resources in the Rock Creek drainage. First, the 
aforementioned location is bounded to the south by slopes that the 
Service believes are too steep for an ecologically sensitive trail 
connection. Second, due to the resources in the Rock Creek drainage, 
all trails in that area would be hiking only and closed seasonally. If a 
trailhead,or multi-use trail connection were established at that 
location, the Service does not believe that it would be able to 
effectively enforce the seasonal and modal trail closures that would 
be necessary to protect natural resources. Finally, the northern 
trailhead location is not intended to be a regional trail connection. 
Instead, it is:envisioned to be a starting off point for access to the 
Refuge trails-and views for the communities to the north of Rocky 
Flats, . 
The Seivice understands the desire of some users to have a northern 
connection'to the Refuge, but in balancing the ecological concerns of 
the area;the proximity of the Wind Technology Site, and the 
potential-mining of,most of the western portion of the site, the 
Service was, not able to identify a compatible trail connection to 
Boulder's'open space lands. The Service believes that there are other 
options that.exih adjacent to the Refuge and would encourage user 
groups to explore other options. 
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Letter #22 continued Comment 
# 

. .  an Cowl- 

22-9 1) Weare p l d  thrrt you norelhar ”equcmim =is wtlmized in most uniu oftbe Wonal 
Wild-$ Sysrrs~ is deem& awopria!e with praaMthw of arildemrsr vahreg 
(Compaltibility DaaminruiOn, p. 226) We agree. Funhamor% we ncdc cbat the equine 
poptkulMlofthe PrornRMge han w e d  dnaiully m Ik ppa twodeada, in part kuuw of 
urbanization of Cobrado and in parc becauw ofa dedine in quaiity plam to ride. Tbe harss 
community needs access to public lands - and support from public land mansgen - to help w 
prrsan our way of life 

2) We wwld l i e  to explore further your apparem wlypm with equestrian use In many pan, of 
the DraR CCPgtEtS this concan is not evahmied or support& othu than by isdated refhnces 
to *messes on trails” or concern about potential user conllids Only toward the end of the 
d m m  does it Bppesr Lhat the real issue may be trail erosion or the spread of noxious wads. 

The report chclr h v ~  articles, we are Familiar with nnd wc have pmblnnt with using lhcm 
as defmitivc wokr. The Weir (2OOO) articte seeks to justify mQuDLain bicyelii  on public I d  
in Can&, whicb is finera I* as w all nalimthattlrdt ia itsobjedvc. It appuwtoka WD 
s c i m i i  no-pcer-rcvicw mmpillltion of some of tbo litaahve on lmpaas of NobMotarital 
Trail us, by an lnrlhor rvith 110 dear p f d d  m i  ’Ihe mtirr mpdy is fuu of 
uwpponcd ~ e m e n t s  and the expression of vague acamtkm about d c y d e  y grcup 
It docs state dePrty th&t h e  is a paucity of objccdvc data abmn the eeFaxr OFrcCRlmonal tnil 
users on vail sustaimbili. and lhar t b g h  .hlay is & bcfon ConcJusive 

and 

22-10 

22-1 I 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 89 
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’ 9: . . .  . Response 

In regard to the potential Cold War Museum location along Highway 
128, that. l,ocation, referenced in Section 2.10 - Reasonably 
Foreseeable Activities, was recommended as a potential site in the 
2003 Museum Feasibility Study. The Study suggested a site near the 
entrance to the National Wind Technology Center, which is about ‘h 
mile west of the aforementioned Coalton Trail access point. 

22-6. The proposed trails shown in Figure 2 1, Regional Trails, are 
based.on existing plans and documents that were provided by 
adjacent jurisdictions. While some have been proposed by individual 
jurisdictions in anticipation of Refuge establishment, most were 
planned and documented prior to the CCP/EIS planning process. For 
this . .  . reasqnj ~ the. Service sought to establish trail connections to other 
planned trails. where practicable. It is understood that some trail 

e Refuge (such as Colorado Hills Open Space) 
established in the future whether or not they are in 

the current plans for those areas. I t  is the intent of the Service to 
work with nearby jurisdictions to establish regional trail connectivity. 
: ,:,; f;: ’. _ _ .  

$2-7. .The Service’ acknowledges that Alternative B does not provide 
a dirkct, north-south trail connection on either the east or west sides 
of the Refuge: Based on the concerns and recommendations of 
others, the.$anning team reconsidered the trail configuration in 
Alternative B:’and added a north-south trail along the visitor access 
road, as well as a trail connection to the southwest. 

As specified in.the Refuge Act, an area with a width of up to 300 feet 
may be used for highway improvements along Indiana Street. In 
addition; it,is not known at this time what the final boundary will be 
for the eastern edge of the DOE retained land and if there will be any 
Refuge boundary between the two. Further, the Service believes that 
a trail along the eastern edge of the site should be included as part of 
any roadway. widening project. 

22-8. Prior to full implementation of the public use plans for the 
Refuge, the,Service will be obligated to address ecological concerns 
related.io noxious weeds and revegetation of unused roads on the 
Refuge. i.By.focusing staffing and budgetary resources on habitat 
restoration in the first 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the 
severity of noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration 
before public trail use would introduce a new disturbance onto the 
landscape. Objective 2.13 - Recreation Facilities has been revised to 
allow for,more flexibility in opening trails. . , ;:!: ., .. . . .  . I  ~ ’’ 

* . .  
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# I Letter #22 continued 

22-12 

22-1 3 

22- 

judsments cnn be ma& h t  the dative trail SosiOD impaaJ of dXerc~r usen" (p.4). It p e s  
on to declnrc that 'In Donnal system trail use, u a m p l i  of veguation is a minor faaor Trails 
fnalitatc trawl in part bacausc of thit minimal vcgeiation and ban (pwnd. B ~ l e s  gemally 
remain on Lrails, in conuas to hikers aod qwsuknr" we take issue wizb that unsupported 
statemem, submitting that equstriaoS gumally do mnain on designated trails - altbwgh we 
appreciate the privilege of being able IO go off-hail oocasiodlyl]. It aeknowledgcs that 
"rexzc4~*- can intmduce parariCic and exotic species" by the use of coutaminated feed for 
pack smdr (as in Bad), by the iadr of c l d i a w  (as in muddy bicycle W g  born and 
clothing which may carry aorrnativespecicsd and sporw in theeglspwtedsoil); aad by the 
impoltation of firewood ("as happcncd witb theDut&Elm Discas" [well, whoa chact axuw 
claiming that Dutch Elm Disease was intr& by rareslonisb???]. oat thing this work docs 
no! do is specifically pill to horses as dicpmportioaatc m eyoI) pimsry Vcdm Fcr noxious 
weak, even char$ it cbss to h e  work desuibcd bclow [M by Eenninga-Traux, a Citation 
crmr aniously - .oiaC;dadally? - pupduatcd in the USFWS RDFiy Flats dmmart] In 
summary, &is study has some valid contenq but wt feel that overdl it is flawed and la& 
objectivity 

The warit by Benninp-Tnw (1993) has similar flaws with regard IO objectivity. Tbe author 
initially conducted tht study 8s a, 8 stirdem in Ohio in 1989 and &ed it fm later 
publication. She d a d c d  bowe m e  [ r d d  to davgatody in tbc study as usgi*] 
stables and mils autside and inside Rocky Mountain National PE& WIU s#ressFul in linding 
some viable wads therein, observed wecds growing along trails in @cater @ut unmeasured) 
abrndance near tbe ttails than elsewhe, and concluded that hona arc dispersal agrrrui for 
wmls 
yidded far more ambivalcnl muh, nor any rccqdkm that otba vector$ may ban beu, 
rcspomiblc for any pacCived inrnsSt in w e d  dong harse trails. Fortuaacdy. the 
of Rocky Mountain N d o d  Park chose to ignore thir repon in any of tbe subSUpxlt IV=VUIOIU 

of its managerncxu plant 

Thc rqmr( tOmaim no 2Mzlcno&cd~lhlll  aha srirsltshavebeea oomhrcted which 

BCHA would like to refer Ihe US Fish & Wildlife Savice and its collliultanls. *cad, to the 
Colorado Dqmtnml of Agriad!urc Wad k d i i o r ,  Eric taDe (303-2394100). We have 
worked extensively witb him oa tbc subjest of bow and noxious wuds, and we in the p~octu 
of publishing a brodnrn 011 thir subject for slrdRyjdc distribiltkra He b a t n a t i y  c l a ~  that 

or in tbcir marmrc. hied ,  Lswppintsto the wind, the water. tbe wildlife, aad buck tins BJ 
being lar mnn ngamsible f i r t he  spread ofnoxiws Meds in cOk#sdo. Haalso belims that 
any in- in nirrogcn 00mcm akmg horse trails f$m manure is iasigdicant and docs aot 
contribute a fivorable enviroament for seed gamination ; lhatitbtbci&iaitrsifconstruction 
dishhance itself that may m e  a temporarily waedy si tuat ig which subside3 mpidly upan 
establishmm of the trail. Indad, Lam assats strongly that you shouldn't nsaict equestrian 
-s IO any Rocky Flats trails b a d  on a gawalired fcar of horaa spresdhg weadr thee 

horses rue mt & d i S p O ~ c V C C 4 ~ f M t k ~  ofmxious- cilha io w hail coats 

(personal communication. March 11,2004). 

Thar, arc m y  ways to reduce or diminatt inPromMion of& felatcd to bonrcs. including a 
ra+aucnI chat onty Eatifid wad-frpc bay bo broughl onto the R a a ~  (sg is Cuncnty 
e a f d  by the Ndonsl Part Savice and by the USDA Fo? Savig and recommeaded by 

Catiticd Weed-Free Hay prolpam whose pnduds QUI easily be venfied. 
various city and ani* opal space agndts). The cokuado Dcpf!mm of Agrieuhurr bas a 
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Response 

12-9. Thank'yoh'for your comment. 

22-10. The Servic'e has received mixed support for equestrian access 
and has concerns about the potential ecological impacts related to 
additional.weed sources, increased trail erosion, and user conflicts. 
For these reasons; the Service's limitation of equestrian access in 
Alternative B.is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be 
conservative with regard to ecological impacts. 

22-1 1. The Service is aware that there are many divergent opinions 
and conflicting-studies regarding the specific impacts of various trail 
uses on the environment. As noted, there is a "paucity of objective 
data about the effects of recreation trail users on trail sustainability." 
In preparing the DEIS, the Service was careful to acknowledge that 
the context and conditions of specific studies may or may not apply to 
the Rocky Flats environment. However, the types of general effects 
that are possible as a result of various trail uses, as described in 
Section 4.4, appear to be a reasonable assessment. Given the general 
effects'that-may occur, the EIS concludes that the proposed trail uses 
would result in "localized, long term effects" that could be mitigated 
by 'appropriate trail maintenance and visitor use management. This 
discussion has been revised to better reflect the general nature of the 
types of potential effects, and the specific impacts that are likely to 
result from the alternatives. 

22-1 2. While.there is disagreement in the scientific and recreation 
commuriitjl' about the extent that recreationists in general and 
equestrians in'particular contribute to the dispersal of noxious weeds 
along trails, the Service believes that it is reasonable to assume, as 
stated in the'EIS, that bicycles and horses have the potential to cany 
and disperse weed seeds. The Benninger-Truax (1 992) article 
describes-obsefiations that noxious weeds were more concentrated 
along trails. Other studies have confirmed this observation. The 
Service does not find reason to validate speculation in these or other 
articles'that.equestrians or any other particular trail users are more or 
less responsible.for weed dispersal. The Service has taken relevant 
observations from the articles cited and is not inclined to speculate on 
the policy intentions or the adequacy of the methods used in these or 
other studies. . .  ...! . . :: 

- .. . ane hasbeen actively involved in CCP/EIS process, and 
has.provided useful comments to the DEIS. 

. . - .  

, .. , 

22 13: 'hi-?,. 
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Letter #22 continued Comment 
# 

22-1 5 

22- 

22- 

22-18 

22-1 9 

22-20 

CON- 

AMougb it is not SpeCiticaUy stated in the rniwbn of the Ash ad Wildlift Savi- providing 
bemfm to pwpk is a very i m p -  pit of &e quaikm in @lit Id mnagmmi in the 
Unitedstater Wearepartof(bE&oqystaqandwtwanttohavcmcartingful aom,topubIic 
lands for Ihe of MIT mental and physical well-being. only by being able to gct out 
h r e  pascnafiy io appefiate nature will wc be able to cordinut supporting public land 
acquisition and mansgemmt progams 

Attacbed please find a summary of a new book written by Michael Manfirtdq a profijsor al 
CSU, entitled "Wildlife Viewing a management handbook" It provides an acellcnt model for 

and Environmentat achiwiag hnrmony among ptblic I d  ma~gas. 
proceaknisis, b a d  on tnqrhasizing the bm&s provided by public laod maasgemtot 
programs. We urge all involvod to Rad the book and to amsida its implications. 

Also aftached pleast fmd a map of a modified Altunativt R trail system for the Rocky Flats 
Nationaf Wiidtifc Refuse as we would like to see it. 

Thank you for your consideration of our input. We look f-d to working with you on this 
important project 

. .  

. .  . .  Response 

:use of weed-free hay on the Refuge would be encouraged 
ucation and outreach. The Service believes that due to 

limited resources and the proximity of the site to many potential 
horse users, it would be difficult to enforce a weed-free requirement. 
Therefore, the Service believes that education and outreach would be 
more effective. 

22-15. The.,Service acknowledges that weeds have become a serious 
ecoldgica1,issue at Rocky Flats in the absence of equestrian or any 

e natural resource protection is a priority of Refuge 
an or bicycle access are not priority public uses 
clusion of equestrian use, as a mode of access, 

itted with the stipulation that equestrian groups would 
re on a volunteer basis. This stipulation is given 
tecting native habitat from increased weed 

dispersal:, Wcle  the Service recognizes the debate about whether 
horse manure is indeed a vector for weed dispersal, natural resource 
... 

&tion i s a  higher priority than equestrian access so the Service 
elected . . . . . .  t0'Gke.a conservative approach. 

Another.'.conce~ about equestrian access is the aesthetic impact of 
horse manureron trails. Extensive amounts of manure on trails can 
increaseiusei conflicts, and complaints from other Refuge visitors. 
This is,another reason why equestrian use would be permitted with 
the stipulation that equestrian groups would remove horse manure on 

22-16. Weed.management would be a critical component of any 
Refuge management scenario. The Service believes that the proposed 
weed management budget in Alternative B would be sufficient to 
achieve the weed reduction targets described in Objective 1.5. 

22-17. Think you for your participation. 

. .  - .  ". 

a volunteejbasis. . . .  . . .  .. :.... . . . . . .  

22-18. Thank you for your comment. 

22-19. The attached map was reviewed by the planning team. Its 
consideration is addressed in the responses to comments 22-5,22-6,  
and 22-7. 

22-20. Thank you for your input. 

Snzanae Webd 
External Vice President, Trsits & Public Lands Chair 

RKYFLTS3.LET 
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23-1 

23-2 

Laurie Shannon 
P L n ~ i n g  T m  Lcsdu 
US Fishand Wildlifc ScrvicC 
Rocky Mm Arsenal Building I2 I 
Omnlrrce City CO 80022 

RE: Rocky Flats CCPEIS 

Dew Lollrk: 

1h.inkS for g e t h g  mc a copy ofthe Rock7 Flats CCPKIS 50 quickly. PreliminarilJ’ 
1 HOUld like 10 &the folou.ing suggestions: 

Pngc 1 18 P h w  expnnd Ihs mnp to include OU-1 I. See example of mnp 
modifiuttion with notations. 
Mineml Rights - include thc West Sprny Field OU-I 1 nrw 

Water Rights - Ihe sman R m ~ k  system includes h t h  ponds 11-1 
& D-2. nnd the ponds work in tawkm. ‘Ihey nrc klww by us as thc 
uppx nnd lower Church Po’ondr;. 

Pnge I I9 

As 1 continur to review 1 will d e  mare comnlenls 

CChlkrrn 

cc: Gregg f3rndbui-y 
Perry McKoy 
I~NCC Nickerson 
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Response 

23-1. Figure ‘19 and the discussion in Section 3.8 of the FElS have 
beenjrevised to reflect the approval of the West Spray Field mining 
permit. ’. 

23-2. Think you for your comment. 
. ,  . . .  . .  

’ . :  . 

. ~ ... . . .  
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Comment ## I Letter #23 continued Response 

23-3. Thank you for your comment. ' .  . 

. . .  
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Letter #23 continued Comment 
# 

Fchrunry 20. ?(M3 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

234.  Thank you for your comments. 

23-5. The proposed access roads have been designed to provide 
reasonable access to ditches, utility easements, and other private 
property rights on the Refuge. The Service would work with Church 
Ranch to ensure reasonable access to those facilities. 

. ,  . . '. 

. ' *  , '  
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I I Letter #24 

24-1 

24-2 

24-3 

24-4 

Rodiy F l m  Notional Wildlife Kefuge 
Arm: lnurie Shannon 
US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Rocky Mountain Ammal Bldg. I21 
Conmmrcc City, CO 80022 

Ihar M S .  Shwtnot1: 

The Colondo Wildlife Fcdmtion has reviewcd he &I? Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan CQ Environmental Slntemcnt for the Rocky Flaw National Wildlife Refuge. 
Congratulations on a well-witten, comprrfiensivc document. 

The CWI: strongly e n d m  thc PioposcxJ Action (Altcnlative n - Wildlifc, Hithim$, ond 
Public Use); which covm thca thrcc impom! gc.?ls: "Implement extensive hbitnt and 
wildlik manogqmnrr and eonxwation'focud Cin theirstorutibn tb pfc-xttlemcnt ', ,: 
conditions.'.Accomm&e wildlif~cdcndcnt,public use. ' Fncilitate compatible scientific 
rcwnrcb that f&xka on habitats. wildlifc. and public use."' 

Ihe proposal pmetices that we endorje include (a) using n variety of mnrugenicnt 
techniques (including ptcsaibal fin: nnd gazing) to restox disturbed m s ,  
(b) conserving native plant communities and wildlife (including re-introduction of native 
fish and shwp-lailed gousc), (c) reducing coverage of invasive \vtwJs, (d) using a 
graduated oppwch to allowing viuious public use3 (as ,  hiking, hiking, horse riding), 
(e) teaching cnvimnmntal education to high schtml and college students, (I) using 
piutncrships to oddrcss habitat c o w a t i o n  m s s  boumkoies (g) implementing a 
volunteer program IO nssist refuge SW. (h) minloining s w k  fences. and (i) instituting a 
organ??cvl youlhldisabfed hunting prognm. 

We think the hunting pmgnm is Pilfiieulorly importimt to inslitutc 0.5 o mnnngemeni Cool 
because wc a l w  have siWons on the Front Range (e.&, Kbcky Mountnin National 
Pnrk and Rocky Mounloin i\srjennl NWR) w h e i  the deer and elk populations OR tco 
high. .The result tu. been hobitat desttuction for themxlves nnd other wildlife. As %-E 

have Iumcd of &e Arse~I ,  non-hunting fonnr orcnrrtml IUC expensive, management 
intensive, nnd onen ineffcaive. Funhermore, we promote increasing opportunities for 
youth tu Iwn h'ow to Krint uMlt?r:o mdged4twtion. Most pouWrSpwintly in 
environmencs;'~'nat:iearaing 8boilI this imponant ~ritagc'i~&thc &jojinent bf being 
outdoors nnd pjciptinting inithicd.chw. In addition. chcrc is d mI,n&dtd iricrea4e 
opportunities for disabled who {ike to hunt. ' 

I : . c ~ . .  . ' 
. . ' .  . , ~, , . .. ,.. .%,, 7 . .  

1 . .  

, . . .  ' .  + 

605 Union Blvd., Suite 302, Lakewood, Color+do 80228 303) 987-0400 Fax (303) 987-0200 
www.coloradowildlife.org E-Mail cwfed~~loradowildlile.org 
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Response 

24-1. Thank you for your comments. 

24-2. Thank you for your comments. 

24-3. Thank you for your comments. 

244.  The Service agrees that public hunting would be a safe and 
positive form of wildlife dependent recreation on the Refuge, and 
would complement other tools for managing ungulate populations. 
Objective 1.6 - Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 - 
Hunting Program, have been revised to better correlate the 
establishment and analysis of target population size and public 
hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as both a 
population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public 
recreation. The Final CCP/EIS has been revised to propose only 
archery and shotguns for deedelk hunting. The proposal to allow the 
use of muzzle-loading rifles has been removed in consideration of 
safety comments received during the public review of the Draft 
CCP/EIS. ' 

. .  

,.. - . 
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Letter #24 continued Comment 
# 

24-5 

24-6 

24-7 

24-8 

24-9 

24-10 

\Vc suggest that thc objcctivc of  whcina cavmcc of invnsive weeds be c h g d  to 
cliniinstion of invmiw weals. 'Ihese species pr one of the h i g a t  thrctts to uildlifc 
habitnt in our coutiuy. The RcfuLm Progmm has an ohligation to SI n shdani for othcr 
puhlic lnnd m;mager?r, such (IS the mnngm of the Carps' nscrvoirs in Iknvcr. city p d  
county open space, ULhf lmds. md fn r~~ t s .  The god should be elinhatian cvcn if it iu 
practically inipssiblc to n w h  without spending n lot ofmoney. 

Your report ra0gn.m thc potcnuel impact of nlining in the headwaters of  the dninages 
on the rcfirgc Imds. Such nxognition docs not go fur enough. A s  ut discussed in 
comspondcnw io thc Congresioml dclcgarion froin this state bcfurc thc refuge 
nuUIorizing Inngunye was pxcrcd. the Dcpamncnc of Energy n d s  to support it spcrid 
appropriation for acquisition of thr mining rights on ihis prnprly as pnrt ofthc c w  of 
closing the fwility md turning i t  oyer to lhe USFWS. why shoufd thc USFWS be 
burdened with this problem? P l e o s ~  subtmtiatc this funding n d  in d~ i i d  dncumcnts. 

We w a c  plwsal to sce rcseanh cnipharizcd beuuu i t  is key to sdaptive mnnagcmnt. 
For cxvplc .  monitoring your cffnru to pmred nnd improve riparian hahitat &w the 
&hie's M&ow Jumping Mouse is impcntml While it isn't clearly spellal out in the 
rcport, wv nssumc such monitoring wil l  include hydrologid studin. Lktermining 
e f f a u  in chnngcs in hydmlolly for Ihe mouse as well as the Ute Iadies'-Tnxw could 
dso provide important information for rccovety efforts clsovberc and hclp enhztc 
effirts of liuture mining. 

Another hydrulogiuil aspeel that needs lo bc comidcred is  maintaining a suflicicnt 
number of the existing monitoring wclh ik.eausc grounduwer can movc slowly, futm 
monitoring will be impomt to ensure thid cliwup operations wcrc succwful nnd to 
collect bwline dam before additional mining is begun on ~JIC bench in thc headtbarrtta 
m a  

We rtmgnize that during the Kocky Flats clean up thc US. Fish and Wildlirc Service is 
in II position far different Uun it% role in Lhe RBcky Mountain A m i l l  clctm-up. With 
rcspcct io the hmul. the Service wils p r i q  to thc pmgrcssion of projects and m n f d  
rcgulnrly with UIC Army and Shell Oil Company. At Kocky l4ntr the Senice should be 
assuraf that ii possesses ndcquatu infomiion to BSSCSS IIIC risk tu human health in the 
buffer mnc bcforc mkhg decisions on public use, 'lhir is just on: rcawn why we stated 
above that we support conhued r e m h  md a gnulunlcd rtppro3ch to allowing aecwi. 

Thank you for the opportunity to wmmcnt. If you have questions n&uc this letter, p l w  
con- Dennis Bw~IIw, Emuitus Board Member and fomr Chair, at (303) 627-0997 
oral his crmil address: r v t l l a n d a m d ~ ~ t c ~ o m c ~ ~ ~ ! ~ c ~ .  

Sinurety, =;kzt- 
Exccutivc 1)imtor 

2 

Response 

24-5. Noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats are among the 
greatest natural resource concerns on the site. The Service supports 
that philosophical goal of eliminating weeds at Rocky Flats during 
the 15-year life of the CCP. However, one of the Service's guidelines 
for writing management objectives is that the objectives are 
achievable. To that end, the Service believes that an incremental 
approach to weed reduction resulting in a 60 percent total reduction in 
15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological 
benefits. 

24-6. The Service agrees that potential additional surface mining on 
Refuge land in the headwaters of the Refuge streams would have an 
adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its resources, 
and would not be compatible with the purposes of the Refuge or the 
NWRS. As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under Mineral Rights of 
Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer of administrative 
jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the United States owns 
the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands have been 
reclaimed to native grasslands. 

24-7. If funding becomes available, the Service is interested in 
pursuing research and monitoring related to potential hydrological 
changes related.to ongoing mining activities at Rocky Flats. 

24-8. As part of the DOE'S long-term stewardship responsibilities, 
all monitoring equipment, including groundwater monitoring wells, 
will remain in place. This applies to wells throughout the lands that 
will become the Refuge, in addition to the DOE retained area. 

24-9. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed cleanup and 
closure. The Service is not a decision-maker in matters regarding 
cleanup. ' 

24-10. Thank you for your comment. 

. . .I. . . . . I : . - , 
' .  . i ,  . . .  
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Letter #25 Comment 
# 

25- 

THE LEAGUE 
OF WOMEN VOTERS 
JEFFERSON COUNIY. 
C O W M M  

~Qril8.2004 

Mr h Rundle 
Rchgc Mimgcr, Division of Refee  Planning 
Region 6, Fish end Wildlife Service 
Box 2WU6. Denver Falcml Center 
kva, co U0225-04U6 

Their: Fewins a g m t  deal ofconccm R ~ U I  fhc safety ofthe site. lhc rcfugc should not he 
o p e d  to thc public until cxteluira anl thorough monitoring ofair, water, soil, vspctation and 
nninlvli has t&m p k  over a length of tlmc. Consisten!, ncgnkivc results mt: rnrdLd for some 
time lxforr pmpk ciin u. the site. 

Aacss lo the DOE idustri31 arca is another red concern and mful p h ~ @  nceds to be of thc 
highest priority i f  Alternatives I3 or D ~ t :  ctmscn and this a r r ~  rrmins unfenced. Responsible 
usc of thc rcfugc will bc ahsohttety esscntinl. Thcdorc, good trail pl.urment and si- nnrst 
be corcfully corrsidercd. In addition, the public must tc informed. Full use of the mdia in this 
r& 
can be informal nnd kept OUI of h W E  indus~r i l  ma. 

Our undcmtnnding iy Uut 5 private fm oxm the minwd rights to about 11-4 of the 8-e ol 
Rocky Elas. 1% is unfortun;tte, nod although we know thzr ttte Senice cannot d m g c  Itut. it is 
ow hope that the US. Grvemmcnl will he oblc to purchase the niinenl righu 90 that t b  bud 
9 h t  be w b l c  by tlw public in ale future. 'Ihnnk you for giving us thc opportunity to participate 
LD rhis very imponant process. 

sincfrci)., 

25-2 

25-3 

imporrnn~ A Visitor's Center for AhcnWivc I3 (ts wxll as D is imprlnnt so that vkk~n 

25-4 

Flodic A n J c ~ n  Pnrsidcnt 
Jcffcrson Corny b g u e  of Womcn VoWm 

1425 Ihcntwaod Street. Suitc 7, Lnkcwocid. CO 80214 + 303f238-0032 + www.lwvjeffto.org 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

' 8  ' .  
_ I  , .  . . ._.. 

25-1. Thank you for your comments. 

25-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed a cleanup and 
closure. The FEIS includes additional discussion of cleanup-related 
issues in Section 1.8. 

25-3. All public use would be managed though a combination of 
signage, education, and law enforcement. These methods have 
proven to be effective at other Refuges and in many open space areas. 
In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation of the 
DOE retained area be "seamless" with few obvious visual differences 
between the Rehge and the DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the 
FEIS was revised to indicate that the Service believes that a four- 
strand barbed-wire agricultural fence andor permanent obelisks 
would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any livestock 
out of the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands would be closed 
to public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the 
movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually 
obtrusive. The Service has provided these recommendations to the 
RFCA parties. 

25-4. The Service believes that surface mining of Refuge land would 
have an adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its 
resources; and would not be compatible with the purposes of the ' 
Refuge or the NWRS. As the DEIS and FEIS discusses under 
Mineral Rights of Section 3.8, the Service will not accept the transfer 
of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject to mining until the 
United States owns the associated mineral rights, or until mined lands 
have been reclaimed to native grasslands. 

. 
: . < ! . .  I . : .  ... ~. 
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Letter #26 :omment 
jf 

Rucliy Flats X'atiunaf Wildlife Refuge 
A m .  lame Shaman. Plnnningfewn I-cudc~ 
Uirited SIdtes Fish L W1ldIifc Sen<ce 
Rneky Mountain A m 1  Burlding 121 
Commerce City. CO 80022 

SUhjrXt. D r i  C(i~~tprrhensi\~ Conss*ation Plan & tbrmnmencal Impact Statement for Rocky 
Flats National Wildlifc Kcfuge 

Dew M+ S h m w  

The Xational Wildlife Faimlinn (NWF) rc%podfully submts our cwmmm 
Comprehmsire Conuwaaon Plnn ,9: Ensimnmmvtl lmpwt Swatnncnl for 
Wildlifc Refuge. 

Ac the nation's Ixgst membt.r-wppocid ct~nwrvation eduuilion orgamut ion. the Nnticinsl 
tVildlib Fdcrzttnn unites prwple Eroin all wdks ofiife to pmtcxt naturc. witdlifc, and thc c~nrltf 
WE all \hare. EU'WF has cducatcd snd inspired fmilrcs 10 uphold Amenw's cunse~v~tion 
tradition srnec 1936. Our comnlun seme appmch io en~~ranmental  protwtion brings 
individuals, orgamzatmns, and pvmnmntsl ayatnes togeha tu ensure I brighter future for 
pwple und wildlife. 

'Ihe NWF strongly favors Altanrttrvc B - W'dd/& Nuhitfir. d Public Cl~r  (Pmpsuf Actiarlf 
We nyrec? with the appmxir of Lniphhasimg both wildlife and hahiut consmation along with a 
n t d w a t c  level ofwildlife-dependent puhltc use, W e  are espoCidIyplrjsed that the Plan 
ad&-9 cnbm to retore XL+C t a l l g ~ .  pninc. the NTWV~I and restomtion of25 miles of 

26-1 

rods, md rlie rwtoration of riparim ~mw. 

l4oucvcr, we do h a w  wme m m e n l s  rr'latmg to the proposal action. We will prcscllt these 
comments below. 

\\'lldliTe and tinhitat. 

Concmung the mvntgemrnt of the Preble's meadow jumping mouse and its hahltat, we 
wcuungc you to constdm not putting tnih wrrhin Pwblc's h&W. 

Wc would c n w m g e  you to acccleraic t k  cchodulc. for resorahan of the xeric t i l l g a s s  pminc. 
We would request tkit Ohjmti\e I 2 be rcviud io tad, "Maintain chc lata1 nurnbw ofntttivc 
sgmm to he at l a s t  100 pcrccnt of the 

26-2 

26-3 

plant sptrtrs in the t a l l g r ~ ~  community . . 

Response 

I .  

!6-1. Thank you for your comments. 

16-2. The proposed trails were carefully planned to avoid impacts to 
'reble's habitat. To that end, all of the proposed trails within 
'reble's habitat would use existing roads and road crossings, and 
nost would be subject to seasonal closures to protect the mouse. The 
Service believes that these measures, coupled with Preble's habitat 
*estoration, would not adversely affect the species. 

16-3. The Service supports the philosophical goal of managing for 
100 percent native species composition in the xeric tallgrass 
:ommunities during the 15-year life of the CCP. However, one of the 
Service's guidelines for writing management objectives is that the 
2bjectives are achievable. To that end, the Service believes that an 
incremental approach to weed reduction and xeric tallgrass 
management resulting in a 80 percent native species composition in 
15 years would be achievable, and would have significant ecological 
benefits. 

'.:' . .. . . .  .. . . . 
..I t . . .  ;. _... . c 
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Response 

26-4: .The area identified as "disturbed area" in the DEE maps would 
be restored'to mixed grassland prairie. The maps in the FEIS have 
beemrevised. . . . 

26-5, With the exception of the main access road, none of the roads 
would be accessible to the public for motorized vehicle use. Some 
existing roads would be converted for use by the public as pedestrian 
or non-motorized multi-use trails. Objective 2.2 -Public Access has 
been revised to clarify this point. Other roads that would be restored 
would be.closed as soon as possible, but may not be closed 
immediately following Refuge establishment due to funding 
constraints. 

26-6. Besides grazing prescriptions as part of an Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) program, intense, short-rotation cattle grazing 
may be prescribed to restore natural ecological processes. In that 
instance,'cattle would be used to emulate the bison grazing to restore 
the natural disturbance regime required by a healthy grassland. The 
Service anticipates that grazing programs would require a system of 
temporary electric fences to manage livestock, including exclusion of 
cattle from Preble's habitat, riparian areas, and other sensitive 
habitats such as tall upland shrubland communities. Grazing 
programs will be designed and managed to minimize the introduction 
of additional weeds to the Refuge. Specific strategies would be 
butlined in a step-down IPM plan. 

26-7. ,The primary purpose of plague control on the Refuge would be 
for the protection of human safety and prairie dog populations. The 
language.of Objective 1.7 - Prairie Dog Management has been 
revised to clarify those priorities. The Service does not propose to 
control prairie dogs to facilitate recreation. However, the Service will 
manage prairie'dogs to facilitate resource conservation and maintain 
the protectiveness of cleanup facilities. The black-tailed prairie dog 

ass-prairie species. It would be unnatural and detrimental 
;systems to encourage or allow prairie dog colonization 

of senSitive $lant communities such as the xeric tallgrass community 
or riparian"aieas. Although the Service will not be responsible for 
management'of DOE retained lands, the Service will work with DOE 
to.reduce the potential for prairie dogs and other burrowing animals 
to invade and compromise the remedy by burrowing in DOE areas of 
residual subsurface contamination. 

26&.  the^ Se&ice consulted with CDOW in preparation of the Draft 
CCP/EIS and discussed the issue of pronghorn reintroduction. At this 
time; CDOW is not in favor of pronghorn reintroduction at Rocky 

..- . , .  
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26-4 

26-5 

26-6 

26-7 

26-8 

26-9 

26-1 0 

26-1 1 

The map for A l t ~ m t i m  B does not clearly identify the arm for restoration of thc mixed 
psslmd prairic. Is the nra identified as the disturbcd wen the aren for restoration? 

We arcre t~iu~urngcd hy the cflons to restore and revegetate roods. n e  Ptan  stat^^ these will be 
restored within the life of the CCP, but does not indicate if t h m  rods will be closnl in the f i t i t  
year. We enmurnge you to close lhcsc mds immcdintcly w nvoid thLm k i n g  used by Kehge 
staff md the public, which will makc lhm more diffcull to close later. 

Concming weed management, u*e recognize the necd b r  using nll mctbcxh listed in the CCP. 
However, we i l ~  concrmcd nbaut Ihe use ofgazing by goats and cspecilly wtllc. Our primc 
c o n m n  is the inpacts these animals can have on riparian arcas. Also, it would be importunt that 
these mimsls be q m t i n c d  prior to entering the Refuse to pmmt the introduction of 
additional noxious cveafs. 

As you notc. the black-tailed pnjric dag is a contmvminl species on the forcfmnt af 
mnsmntion in the United Stntcs. Since the population in thc Refuge hns been so drnwiwlly 
d u c c d  hy plague, we do not agrw !hat prairie d o g  should be controlled to fao'litatc humm 
recreation. W e  bL4iwe thmt the USFWS mandate for "wildlife fitit"should be followed. 

We nrc encoura~at by the proposed action including thc reinlrodunion ofspecia including the 
sharp-tailed grouse, northan rcdbclly dace, and ulmman shiner. We would cncomgc p u  IO 
consider working cooperalively with the Colondo Division of Wildlifc (CDOW) to reintroduce 
pninghom tn the Refuge. 

We suppon the removal of interior stock fcncing for facilitating wildlifemovanmt within the 
Refuge. Howwn. since the pc7imeter of the Refuge is cu~ent ly  fend.  the USFWS should 
explore ways to mitigate the i m p m  the fenas have on the movement of wildlife. Also, if 
Highway 93 is improved and/or expandal the USC'WS should work uith the Lkprlmenl of 
Tmnsponation (0 install uildlife crossing 10 dccresse wildlifdhuman conflicts. W e  feci this if 
extrancly important in light of the fact that ck currently a u s s  Highway 93 and the iiwallation 
of wildlife undmpasses or ovcrpassrs would grca~ly minimize wildlife rclntcd nfeidmts and 
impmvc public safety. 

PubUr Use, Education and Interpretation 

We support your plm for a limitcd youth d o r  disnbled hunbng program on the Rehge 
I Iundng is m important m~3geI"Ient tool which will aid in lhc populotion dynmnics ofthc mule 
~CCT herd. 

B~xausc of the.history of the site. we recommend che USFWS moving cautiously with opcning 
the Refuge to public use and should only he opcncd when rwzonabtc &UUMIICC that post-cleanup 
soil levels mcet slandanls sct to enwe public safety on the properly. 
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Flats due to a lack of sufficient unfragmented habitat and proximity 
to highways and urbanized areas. The Service defers to CDOW in 
this matter and will not consider pronghorn reintroduction without the 
cooperation of CDOW. 
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# I Letter #26 continued 

26-1 2 

K c d p  Flaw National Wildlife Refuge 
April 25, 2001 
Page 3 

We wcruld diwoumgc thc uw horsts in Ihe Refuge us thcy would be a potential SOUTCC for the 
spread of nonioia wetrls 

26- 

26- 

26-1 5 

Working with Others 

\Vc arc e n ~ ~ u ~ g c d  by the Refuge's dmire to Hark closely with Jeffmson County, City of  
Ibu lda ,  Uouldda County, City and Cuunty of Amomfield, City of Wesuninstet, TQWI of 
Superior, City ofAwada and CDOW to coordinate habitat msnagemmt and rcsollrce 
conservation smtegiw. The Refuge should seek formal agreema6 with these entitics to *ark 
ctfidenlly Jmf cost effcclively on such issues as noxious w& and other murcc managanent 
issue that cp(ss Refuge bundnries. 

Research 

W e  support your approach of dvnncing knodrrlSe about die m u r f ~ s  of the Refuge thnrugh 
m h .  We aca11mge the Refuge to wstahlish cao&ve working relationships with 
univusititrs ~d othcr re5ourcx agencies, such RS CDOW and USGS. 

Thank you for this opplnunity 10 uxnrnm~ If yau have questions rboul this Irttw. @case 
umtltct nynnne Singlcr, land Stewardsftip Mansgcr. at 303/786-8Qoi x23 or singlu@nwrf.orK. 

Sinard y, 

Stephen C. Turbit Ph.D. 
center Director 6c Senior Scientist 

_ _ _ _ _ _ ~  

Response 

26-9. The Service believes that the existing barbed-wire boundary 
fence, which is proposed for all alternatives, would not pose a barrier 
to the movement of wildlife. With regard to nearby transportation 
improvements, Section 4.16 includes an expanded discussion that 
outfines the Service's potential concerns that the Service would have 
related to any transportation improvements along Indiana Street, 
Highway 128, and Highway 93, and recommendations for mitigating 
potential impacts. 

26-10. Thank you for your comment. 

26-1 1. The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will 
be remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge. 
The Sekice is not a decision-maker in matters regarding cleanup, but 
the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all activities proposed in the 
CCP would be safe (Appendix D). However, the Service also 
acknowledges the concerns of many members of the public regarding 
the location and level of residual contamination on lands that will 
become the Refuge. For this reason, an additional discussion of 
contamination issues has been added in Section 1.8. 

26-12. While there is common speculation that horses can contribute 
significantly to the spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that 
there is disagreement within the scientific and recreation communities 
on that point. Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service proposes to 
allow limited equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the 
Compatibility Determination (Appendix B). 

26-13. The Service would support opportunities to collaborate with 
other jurisdictions in matters regarding regional resource managemen 
issues. 

26-14. The Service is looking forward to working with researchers 
from a variety of organizations to advancing our knowledge of refuge 

26-15; .Thank.you for your comments. 
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Letter #27 

27- 

27-2 

27-3 

27-4 

27-5 

Several PIAR leffco nternbers arc nctively following tho plans for ri wildlife m f u p  ot Rocky Fiats. ami PLAN lcffco has 
bng supporfed presotvatian of the native prairies in ihe Rocky Flats a m .  PIAN Ieffco is a citizen organization 
autblishcd in 197 I to crwk thc I e f f m n  Ca Open Spxc system; w continuc IO scrve in an oversight u t p c i t y .  w r k i p  
with the Open S p e  $Id ~d others to provide citizen review ofplans, acquisitions, and other issues. W c  M plenwd to 
provide the following gcnml comments on sow w t s  of tht: almn&w pmpowd. At the end, tve bnve i n d i u t d  
which altcmtivr<s) we suppon for each Rcfuge goal (table nnachcd). 

First we would like to cstobtish clearly that %hen we refer IO 'Rmky 13ats" throughom thii Irutr. we arc referring to Le 
buffer zone arcs that are to be included in the Refuge, sod NOT to the contamiwtcd plant site that will  bc m i n d  in 
DOE owmcrship. Wc mink would n a  sup* any public u s  of thc bno am. and urge thz lpu  6 any s i q  
nccessnry to pralirdc public use, o r n  by accidem. We understanJ tho1 tliis falls into DOE jurisdklh a this tee, and 
fully chpect thnt U S W S  will ensure Uwt any h d s  m d c  accessible nrc ufc fur thc public. Ow comments f w t k r  rely Qn 
your Ratcmcnts that USFWS will not take conml arthe illc.15 to he includd in the Refuge until EPA dcans the clunup 
complctc on I~DSC Innds. Whik the primary responsibility for public d c t y  rests with EPA and DOE, the Scnsicc will also 
have Io ensure itwlf h t  it is &$e to prowed with the plMr for thc Hefugc. 

AS a ynctnl cotruecnnt, we'd like LO mention lhnl Open S p x e  hls found it valunble. when emblishing a new park or. 
squiring a itnv rueti. to  clnrify thc primary us&) for which M ~8 i s  intended. Some sites YE pnnccqed 4th an q c  to 
mainwining their volucs ns natunl nrc?s, while olbcrs rue intended fordcvclopmcnt of m m t i o d  facilities, including 
creating twllpnrh nnd building recreation ccntcrr. We helicvc tlie evidence of the Inst mrral ywrr (Colorado Nanrral 
Hniatgc Program rcpwr 1993; Rock Creek Resersc establishment dueumetrts; Grassland studies rtports by David 
Uuckner, ESCQ Assac.) tins shown the incredible value ofthc Rmky Flats YOP as M ecosystem connector, wildlife 
comdor. M d  a signilieant remnant oatiw prairie with irnportnnt wildlife hnbitnl W e  note that yon have strongly slnIcd 
that rbcrc n a l u d  vafnn nre central to the rigoifiinncc nod purpose of tbc ocw Mupe  (DES, p 3). p1 rioted io your 
"Wiidlifc First" interpretive lbcme as well, and urge t h t  thewrhltemrnu be ahlblirbed au a legal mandate for 
maon~crntnt of (be property. II lhese me to bc the cotr pvpose nnd value of thc Refub! \ye believe tJxd intensive or 
uncontrolled r amt i ana l  USE. &s pmposod in Alkmative V, is no( suppettable. As detDjkd below, wc support elemenlr of 
Alfcrnariv*i A, R and 6 b t  nllow limited UK while cnsuring adcqurtc protection for all cco$ystcm canpanenu. 

Hccrationni u5c 

U'e do bclicvc Uwt very limited recmtionnl use, in the buNcr mnc only, could bc'nppropiate if properly managed. Large 
mas of native grassland and the riparian dminagcp on thc wenem part of thc buffer zone have not bcm subject to 
plo\rin$ tx &a sui1 di5turtwnce and thus arc unlikely to repmcnt a health &to thr publi, Any mas that M 
questionnble as to con@ni:wtion should, of cow, be restricted completely; we belicvc BdquJlc fencing is nea r svy  to 
restrict public access to the non-Refuge (DOE mninmincd) arcas. 

Very l imit4 peripheral mils, especially thmrgh trails, ivc acccptabk as connmon with regional m i l  s y a m s .  Tmils 
ZhwW be. ns pmpoud. along existing roads OT other access mum. avoiding dditioMI g m d  disturbance, and as close 
DS p u i b k  lo  the norih and swth boundmks. We think Uwt the mil drrisity and opn, us0 nllowed under Altsm31in U is  
excessive: \vc suongly n c m n d  that them bc no "off-md" area, and thai unguideJ public - bc allow& only on 
the lhrargh tmils. c.g., MI the no& and south rides of the area Soit dinurbancc, such as ihnt c a d  by ON-trail use or 
odditirnnl trail construction, could mobilia MY w n m i n a n s  thnt m y  he present, oid thus should be avoided. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response - . .  
27-1.. Thank you for your comments. 

27-2.' 'Tfie'Sekice agrees with your assumptions. 

27-3. The purposes of the Refuge and the priorities by which it 
should be managed are established in the Rocky Flats National 
Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (Appendix A), and the National Wildlife 
Refuge Improvement Act of 1997. This policy guidance is described 
in section.1 . I .  The Service designed all alternatives, including 
Altemative D, to fulfill the letter and intent of those policies. The 
Service disagrees with the assessment that Alternative D provides 
either "intensive or uncontrolled" recreational use. While the impacts 
of recreational use would be greater in Alternative D, they are still 
compatible with the Refuge purposes and goals. Additional analysis 
(Table 14) has shown that the length of trail per acre in Alternative D 
would , 6e.lower . .  . than other nearby open space fac 

27-4, The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the lands that 
will become the Refuge would be safe for all of the proposed Refuge 
management activities, including public use. To minimize the 
impacts of public use on native grassland, riparian areas, and other 
sensitive natural resources, most of the trails would be converted 
from existing roads. 

With regardJ?,the delineation of the DOE retained area, the Service 
recommended in the DElS that the demarcation be "seamless" with 
few obvious visual differences between the Refuge and the DOE 
retained area.. ,Section 1.8 of the FElS elaborates that the Service 
Gelieves that barbed-wire agricultural fence andor permanent 
obelisks,would demarcate the interior property boundary, keep any 
livestock out'of the DOE lands, and clarify that the DOE lands are 
closed to public access. Such a fence would not adversely affect the 
movement of wildlife across the site, and would not be visually 

,~. . .: . I  . -  ' ,, . I .  

Service has provided these recommendations to the 

. I  , I  . 
27-5. The'Service agrees that the re-use of existing roads would 
provide an opportunity to avoid additional ground disturbance. To 
that end, 72 % of the proposed trails would be converted from 
existing'roads. The Service believes that the proposed trail locations 
and density, of Alternative B would best balance habitat preservation 
and public use, and does not agree that the trail density would be 

. .  . .  . .  
, ,  
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Letter #27 continued Comment 
# 

27-6 

27-7 

27-8 

27-9 

27-10 

27-1 1 

27-12 

lhne arc tuo othcr reasons why we bclievc sehiculu use (even bicycles) and oBtnil u5c should be prohibited on the 
Wcfuge The first is that ell too o h ,  smolln iomu of wildlifc tend to be neglected in managemenl plans, lnxcts. s p i d G  
sinkrs. l i d s .  sitlwnandas. and evcn ma l l  nvmma1.i arc importarit ecosystem cwnpcinents on these pmiries. The 
prcscncc of p d - n c s r i x p  hinls Rnd a v&ricty of 0th w!dlife means that ofl-trail use. czpccidly hy bicycles d 
inotorizcd vchiclcs. will bc utremcly dinuplive of wildlife-and of the vcgtwtion on which dl wildlifc dtpends. An 
-off-road“ area is a ~ 3 ~ n t c e  wca, incmpatible with thu purpose ofa Refuge. protecting wildlife and pnirir. Thc 
‘charismutic megafauna“ ulw;iys gets full cunsidmtivn: let‘s not forget the cqwlly &alunblc. but o h  ovrrlookrd, 
minofauna. 

7hc mrcvnd is that pmlifrntion of access tnils frybmenfs kibitals and inncaws the spread of n o r i w  wc&. For h e  
latter re%son. we also qucstion the palentiid UK by horses. llosacs ne 
~hrough their systems. ’lhnc are many 0 t h  mas of Open S p c c  in the region whne horses arc allowed. It  seems 
unncceswry to make the Refuge accessible also. T~IC poicrtial fur damage rmm off-ail UY by hoM md bicycles is 
high. csprcially as lcvrl psslands offer ready temptation to explore off the trails. Trails nmf to be monitored for w d  
invnsion in m y  went. sml any tendency for swial tuotpahs und bikcpa&s lo dtvelop should be discumgcd. ‘fhe bcst 
u ~ y  to prcvcnt such cscursions is to cnstue t h t  only y i d c d  trips nrc allowed beyond thc p n i p h l  mils, with strict 
signage-and cnforcment-jxohzbiliny off-mil 3ct 

Protection of grasslands a n d  other sensitive areas  

Wc sulrp~n the puhlic occes~ strategy outlined in Altcmtive C, lhal is guided tours only md limitcd facilities p l d  only 
in previously disturbul weas. We do not support dcvclopmcnlof a public trail in Ihe Rock Geck drninage or to the 
Lindsay Ranch ma. We believe public usc in unsit irc a m ,  such as the historic ranch buildings and the ecoloyically 
important Ruck Crcck dminqc. h u l d  not be c n c w n g e  except on guidcd (rips where visirors can be closrly monitor& 
by Refuse acrff. Thc Nature Conservancy has long rehaicwf aeces5 to itg si- in ~ h i r  way, with the concept &at the 
ccosjstcm is primary and public use is wcondary. as your statcmenl of significance and purprac suggests. This is a gvod 
way $0 ensure that historical groups, birders. boknists. rcutogistr. hiolopists, gcologisy and uthcrs with an intnrst. 
pofessiccul or gmenl. CM k allowed to SEE or study these iuus. T h i s  would have to be awmplishcd whi t  muring 
l h t  the nutunl v a l u ~  uf the Refuge .vc protecteJ snd unmonitored access Md potential disturbance do not occur. 

Although we consider thc native p s 1 ) P n l  ofcn’ticnl importance hrre, M do not support Muming thc nrrirc silt to * p w  
Fcnlment” condition. The historical record wilt not he sen*cd by rcmov31 of rewin  rcmnants of long-ago occupancy. 
such as the surviving apple trees. In keeping wih your interpretive theme ofhistoric use. some cbidence should r m i a  
Rcstoration needs to bc weful ly  and selectively applied, with an emphasis on preventing further degradation T?ut is. 
focus on control of kmpwccd mwth brome. nnd noxious w d s 4  cnticnl nnd--bcforc undcrtrikinp masrive 
rtvc&xmiiun to ptr-settlnnent condition. 

Nigh mil dasity. in addition to improving w e d  migration, will increase the potdial  for rvildlifc disturbvlce by bringing 
more trnil uyfs in conflict with wildlifc and provoking more frqucnt flight rmctims. Again. if this large, nlativcly 
undismbed ecosystem snd corridor is lo h protatcd intact, wc should fociu piman’ly on managing tbe \+silon to 
ensure the gonls of thc Rcfubw we ma! 

Weed msnagernen: a n d  prescribed lire 

Resnihai fuc is M impvrwnt managcnient tool. It helps nlrintain mtivc p i r i a  in g d  urndidon. The buflcr m e  
gurlannds, due to decades of protection from &ng. haw mjor buildups of plmt littcr UIZI M choking out the v a y  
mtipc prairie the RetLgc is established to protect. ’Ihcse m a s  are long avodue for p d b d  fuc or othcr nppropriah 
manngement. EPA his indicated h t ,  Csaf on results of thc test bum in 2000, they f0re.w no wed to mmct thc use of 
prescribed firc. We ngrcz that such conmllcd fires pow little or no hrmrd to Ihc public. apcrially noting that the native 
p d s n d s  o r p i m q  intnat mi mamgcmcnt nccd nrc w s t  (upwind) of the contaminated arcas. We suppa the use of 
fire JS a ntmgcmcnr rool. Ropct timing of fr can also help supprcss c ~ ~ l - s c ~ s o n  inBoduccd .species w h m  appropriate, 

Likcwisc. dormwt season grazing bar been show to help maintain the native Tyym.s.cawn grasslands at Rocky Flats. W’e 
nuppn limited, cwcfully monitorcd, grazing for managemt pwpnscs where the goal is to improve the overall health of 

at d%semiMling w&. which pass undigcstuf 

* .  . Response 

“excessive.”] As shown in Table 14, the trail density in Alternative B 
would be similar to, or less than other nearby open space areas 
including Jefferson County’s White Ranch Park and the City of 
Boulder’s Mesa/South Boulder Creek open space area. 

With regard to seasonal off-trail use, the Service believes that the 
potential localized impacts of off-trail use would be minor and would 
not adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife. In regard to 
speci,fic concerns about residual contamination, the EPA and CDPHE 
have indicated that any proposed public uses, including off-trail use, 
would be safe (Appendix D). In addition, the proposed off-trail use 
areas (Figure 23) are outside of the DOE retained area and other areas 
of residual . .  soil contamination (Figure 4). 

27-6: With theexception of Service access for resource management 
purposes; motorized vehicles would not be permitted on any Refuge 
trails in’any alternative. Objective 2.2 -Public Access has been 
revised to clarify that point. Off-trail use would be limited to 
pedestrian access only, on a seasonal basis, as to avoid disturbance to 
ground-nesting birds and other wildlife species. With these 
restrictions,.the Service does not agree that the off-trail use area 
would, be a “sacrifice area,” but rather it would provide a reasonable 
oppohunity for amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers, and 
others to access their subjects and would be compatible with the 
purposes of the’Refuge and the NWRS. 

. .  

. .  

The Service agees that insects, reptiles, and other “microfauna” are 
often underrepresented in management plans. In consideration of 
these. and other species, the Service has taken the approach that the 
conseryation and restoration of native habitat communities on the 
Refuge, would benefit the native species that depend on them, 
including .microfauna. While such species were considered in the 
impacts analysis, the text relating to “smaller species” on page 157 
has been’revised-to be inclusive of all microfauna. 

27-7; AS explained in response to comment 27-6, off-trail access 
would be open for pedestrian use only. Under existing conditions, 
there are about 55 miles of roads in the area that would become the 
Refuge. In Alternative B, about 25 miles of roads would be 
revegetated, while another 15 miles of roads would be converted and 
reduced in.width to trails. The length of newly constructed trails 
would be about 1.5 miles. While the Service agrees that trails can 

,, : . ... :: 
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Comment I 
if Letter #27 continued 

27-1 3 

t h ~  rcosystem nK amout of range morcd and the x w n  of p . m g  should Ir monitored to enwe lhnt adrqnntc 
m a c ~  IS Icfi to \ustam the production 3nd reploducticm of native \ cge ta t~~n  Crranng should he mtnctcd in the summ~ 
and fall P hen wwni-seitm grasscs 111~' actiwly growrng and producing seed. and used m help control ex jmsia  of 
mwoduccd cool-season grasses. such as Canada htuegrass (Pm coqrrrca), at the expensc of n m w  uipm-sason spccia 
Itenvkr gazing in the w l y  spnng months whl hcip r e d w  competition &om the marc undesimblc spnieg 

In summary, we appreciate and support your focus on Ihr omriding interest hrrc-thnt of prescmng an r d b l e  
mmplex of gdsslmd cornunities and native wildlrfc spears in a uddlife rehge vttrng We rmlorse the rnmngcmcnl 
tools nmsrary lo accomplish &is in the fact of pressure for incraircd public USC rim, pazing, xnd othn a d  control 
techniques will bc inipcnrttrr, but I public w uilf ako be n subslanlial challenge Bccnuw thin spmid ecwystcm 
needs lo be an exception ID the ha d parks NC sec eIcc.*herc. we recummcrtd that "people msnagemcnF be your 
p m . q  cool for rnainuuning tlr KcFugc as, inCecd. 3 RJX€JG€3. fw wildlife of all Lmds. and for plant .Fin and 
pnulnnd commmit~es thst mcly occur dmhrrc .  and thus must he p w d  k. 

7 b t  you far your wmidcrdtmn ofour romxlents Please conact Sally White (sally-white@timI.corn) i f  you haw 
questions or nsed LloriAcation 

Sincerely. 

John Lia, VicE-President 

Summary Table of Plan Jeffco Recommendations 

" 
W e  suppwl rlrslegies IS In - I- 

Object/\ e: 
I'rcblc's habitat manwernuit Altmt i reC 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

fragment ,habitats; the extent of proposed trails in Alternative B 
would.be compatible with Refuge goals, and the extensive restoration 
o f  existing roads would have a net benefit on wildlife habitat. 

In regard to noxious weed impacts, the Service recognizes that public 
use can'increase the spread of weed species along trails. While there 
is common speculation that horses can contribute significantly to the 
spread of,weeds, the Service also recognizes that there is 
disagreement within-the scientific and recreation communities on that 
point. Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service would allow limited 
equestrian-access under the conditions outlined in the Compatibility 
Determination (Appendix B). 

27-8; AB estab1ished.h the National Wildlife Refuge System 

. > .  , . ,  . . .  

'Act of 1997, one of the goals of the NWRS is to 
ublic with compatible, wildlife-dependent public use. 
emed compatible, this public use guidance applies to all 

members'of the public, not just organized groups. The Service 
believes that.'the level of access presented in Alternative B would be 
compatible. with the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would 
best balance resource conservation and the provision of wildlife- 
dependent recreation. 

27-9: With'the exception of the Lindsay Ranch structures, no other 
historical resources would be removed under any of the alternatives. 
There are no structures remaining associated with the apple orchard 
near Woman Creek - in Alternative C the orchard would be allowed 
to die off over time. 

27-10. The Service believes that the proposed level of trail use would 
not have anysignificant impacts on natural resources on the Refuge. 
See responses to comments 27-5, -6, and -7 for more specifics. 

27-1 l.;:The Service agrees with your assessment of grassland 
management;,and prescribed fire, and appreciates your comment. 

27-1 I . . .  2. 'Th; Se&ce,agrees with your assessment of grassland 
mana 
comment. 

27-13. ,Thank you for your comments. 

I . .. . .  I . . . .  

thie utility of managed grazing, and appreciates your 

. :  I 

. .  . .  . .  
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Comment # I Letter #28 

28-1 

28-2 

Rocky Rats Kefuge Na!ionJ Wildlife Refuge 

Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal - Buildmg I21 
Commerce City, CO 80022 

2 DRAFT Comprehensive Conservation plan %;EnvirunmmtaI impact Statement % h% 
' 

. 

Re: DRAPr Comprehensive Conrenation Plan & Envimnmcntnl Impact 
Statrmmt 

Thank you for accepting these comments on behalf of the members and ailillares o f  
M r i e  Preservation hlliancc (PPA): Wc sincerely appreciate the opportunity to provide 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) with our concerns during this public pmcess. 
We feel that the scope of  the Comprehensive Conservafion Plan a Environmental impact 
Sriemmr @IS) is incapble of achieving this siep of!he prccss without more cumplae 
infopt ion concerning ihe cleanup or the Refuge. Regardless, we ollir the following 
i d w  and input. 

* 

. 

Summary 
1 

Ttie god of the URAFI' CompreI)enare Conxnation Plan A Entironmental lmpaa 
Statement (DCCF) is lo "guide manayemart of Rduge operatian$ habitat reftoradon and 
visitor semces for the next IS ycars ciuidan&will be providod in the form ofgods. ~ 

O~JWIIVCS. strategies and compa!ibdify dciermination" (DCCP, p. I ) While ue a y e  
uith the need to plan for the time whp the Rduge Wttl be placed under the management 
of the W'S. we believe it it ~rnpsible to PI@? to 
K C P  until cicanup aclint~es reach a pin! where docummatian is awlable that clcdriy 
defines the amounts of contamhion chat r w n  and the precautions that mun be taken 
to"ensure the safety of the public 

* 

level of dctad w m ~ n e d  m the . .  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

28-1; Thank you for your comments. 

28-2, See responses to the specific comments that follow. Under the 
Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a Refuge until the 
EPA ceitifies DOE has completed the cleanup and closure. The 
Service isrequired by the Refuge Act to complete a CCP by 
December 3 1,2004. 

. . .  
. . (  . , , . : . . I  

. .  *. . , ;:. ; . .  
_. . . . .  . , I :.,. . .< . . - . ,  . . . .  . . .  
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Letter #28 continued Comment 
# 

28-3 

28-4 

28-5 

28-6 

At this tune. nnd uhh the amount of m w r y  informalion regarding the elfeas of the 
contamnation tha: v r l l  remain 3 n c ~  d m u p  adwities are wmplaed, the alternatke that 
is most acceptsble to FPA is ALTERSATWE WEcolu@cal Restoration" (he addition 
of Multiple UF Trails on the periphery wouW be acceptable, .but huntmy, grazing, nn SIC 
intwpretive p r o p m s  xnd all other public Uw must nat be pcrrnitted 

' 

. 

Comments 

Commenu wll be drvidcd into y e m i  ahd spwific General wmwtr wiH address 
W s  tbt we included in muliiple Altcmatives, and are ielatjve lo Ihe DCCP as a whole 
Spfc&fic comments wilt be offered for each Obplive. in order to g~ve as  much s i~c tur ta  
as possible to them - 

. .  

Goal 3. Safety, g a t s  
final Rocky Flat's cleanup dwisi 
not yet extsr. IJnttl they are pub 
comphes with tho& t indmy . 

Figure 2. CompreheFsiye? Conm\.atios Planning Pmw [DCCC. p 5 1 d.ys MI include 
the cleanup p r w w  or the lindtngs ;hat will result.. Whtlc we understand that the authors 
o f  the DCCP are not i n k o l d  in cleanup ofthe area, ihe imphcstion~ IO human health 
and d e t y  must bc avrutable before the planrung process can proceed to the part U, the 
dwelopmeni of and d y r i s  of reasonnble altwqqtives PPA arondy suggtstc that thc 
plmung process remainJn Part C,*whkh includes the determination af significant issues, 
unlrl6nal d&up doatmknts arc avnilable Surely the dity and health of Rehse 
VISIIOFS and staffniust be d e t d n c d  aid wured before altemativrr w1 htt proffered 

Comrpondence from the E n \ i f o m d  Prolaction Agm~y (EPA) and the Colored0 
Depaitment of Pubhc 1 I d t b  and Environment (CDPHE), and induded in the OCCC. 
repeatedly wamfthe FWS to nunimile or prohibit mil disturb- (DCCC, pp. 235- 
238.) Und the levels ofplutoniumand americium can be p o s i i i  stated. no activity 
thai passibly dsrurbr ,be sail should be pcnnitted 'k wtnild includc dnvtng, walkinp, 
horsebadt ndink bicycling, hunttng and scientUc research-mnnly all a d v e  and 
passive ammties that can take place in the inretior of the R&&e 

Pubirc Use & S ~ i @ - Q m w v a t i o n  Goat 1, Wildlife and liabitat Managmcnt, and 
Goal 2, Public Use, Education and interpretation may be nuJfually exdu6\z goals God 
I suives to conserve the unique niountaidprairie interface%+th particular consideratios 
given to t h t m c r l  and aidangered species" (DCCP, p 4 ) Ii  is unclear what documents 

* 

. 

. 

Response 

28-3. While many of the cleanup decision documents have not been 
finalized,-theService has worked closely with the RFCA parties to 
develop a plan that is consistent with the anticipated cleanup results. 
The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be 
remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge. 
Should the assumptions regarding the general nature, location, and 
safetyof the Refuge land prove incorrect prior to the finalization of 
cleanup documents, the Service would revise the CCP appropriately. 

nse to comment 28-3. The Service is not a decision- 
makerln matiers regarding cleanup, but the EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that all activities proposed in the CCP would be safe. 
However, the Service also acknowledges concerns regarding the 
location and level of residual contamination on lands that will 
become the Refuge. For this reason, we have added an additional 
discussion of contamination issues in Section 1.8. 

28-5: in their.2003 letters that are included in Appendix D, the EPA 
and CDPHE advise the Service to minimize soil disturbances in areas 
with between 7 and 50 picocuries/gram of soil contamination. As 
shown in Figure 4, these areas are almost entirely contained within 
the DOE retained area, and do not contain any areas that are planned 
for public'use, scientific research, or other Refuge management 
activities.,: Section 3.2 - GeologV and Soils contains an expanded 
discussion of residual soil contamination levels. 

28-6. The Service believes that both goals can be achieved at the 
Refuge without compromising one another. The alternatives were 
developed considering the input and professional experience of 
Service biologists, planning team members, the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife, and representatives from local government agencies. 

. s ..., ' 
. . .  . .  . 
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Letter #28 continued Comment 
# 

28-7 

28-8 

28-9 

28-1 0 

Ms Laune Shannon Comments on Rocky Flats Natianal Wildlife Refuge DraR 
Comprehensive ConservalionPlan 8 Envirohmental Impact Slatement 

April 26, 2004 

and biology'were 
County nunages tttou@s ofaera  of protected psslaqd. llnve their m;\gemcnr- 
practices been w p e d  as a tool thal m y  enable the Refuge to be operated in the m a m a  ' . 

Io paranfee their proteaion. Nughboring +ulder City and 
. 

.' that most ctlkctively cwn for the plant and animal species there? 
. ,  

Refuge i s  defined &"safe or sheltered from pumiii, danger, or trouble," fT%c Hew 
' 

Oxford t\ineriCan Diaionar). 2001, p. 1433.) Ilunting interior trailr'for hikcrs,'bikcrs, 
itnd horses, scientific research. and prescribed firc do not prpvide for n safe or sheftercd 
environment for IIK flora and fauna I+ dohvill UY thc site 85 a'refugc. If thrse naivitik 
arc to bc allowed, !hen we mornmend the name be dunged to the Rocky i7iay:atinal 

.' 
. 

.~ 

. . .  
.KecreationAm. , 

. , Most thrcatee and endangered species arc in danger of becoming ex'iinet because of . 
' loss of hnbitat and consimptire usc. By allowing trails, prewibod fire, n,nd wnsumptivc 

uses in ihe Refuge. additional h3biIiU is &de unsvailable IO  thqse who sc& refuge . 
t h e r e ~ ~ n ~ . m h c r  t h n  decrcying the threats to uairtdion. Allou% for the 
natuml return to a balmced adsysrcm *ill meate a hdthier. more Fully functional 
prairie p r e w e .  Wildlife would tho, rcmain for thc enjoyment oEthose wishing io view 

' '. 

, 
.. or pholograph them from the pen'phej. , . .  , 

. -; The +ision for the Refi~ge is laudable. We agree tw it c a i ~  provide 
“opportunities to apprcciate the Refuge r w u m  in an.urbaniz@ area through 

r,ccommends thc u x  of the 2001 US. Fkh mi Wildlife Service National Survcy of . 
Hshing, Huntink and Wildlife-Assotiaid Keuuriion to svengthen the %on. The 

, survey found that wildlife war&rs s p t  Sldbiliion, and incrcak of 5% over their 1?96 
S I I N C ~ .  On the other md, hunters spent 521 billioii a dtcrease'of 7% ova'thcir 1996 ., 
suwey. WL. r&rnmnd the aptind7ation of opponunities'that allow for passive 
interaction with witdlife througb vi+g and photographic apcrienees. Viewing anti : 
photographing from the periphery will aim the wildlife remains wmfonable 0carpY;ny . 
all podom oPthc intaior and nlw, e n w c  thk'graaes arc free f r u m ' h u h  disturbycc 

. ' coni&ble wildlifh-depmdmt publiCusds and ;rfucation" (IXCP. p. 4,). PPA . .  

' 

* 

. .  - 
. 

' and nmrc able to yrot i fdc .  
' 

Passive recreation From itlc bxiphay will a h  ik rwsc  the probabilityof a visit fie 
fmm the eKras of canmimion.  

. ~ '  I .  I .  

k.. 

\ 

. .  

e ,  
3 

. .  

Response 

28-7. A National Wildlife Refuge is not necessarily the same thing as 
a dictionary definition of a "refuge." As established in the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, one of the goals 
of the NWRS is to provide the public with compatible, wildlife- 
dependent public use. Congress has determined that such uses should 
be provided for if they are compatible. The Service believes that the 
level of access presented in Alternative B would be compatible with 
the habitat protection goals of the Refuge, and would best balance 
resource conservation and the provision of wildlife-dependent 
recreation. 

28-8. The, Se,-yice disagrees with the assessment that the proposed 
trails and use'of prescribed fire would increase, rather than decrease 
the threats' to species extinction. The trails were carefully planned to 
use existingroads to the greatest extent possible, and trails in the 
most&sitive h'abitat areas would be subject to seasonal closures. In 
addition to-using existing roads, most of the trail development 
includesreducing the width of the roadbed to the width of a trail 
(about 8 feet),'aand restoring the adjoining areas. Prescribed fire is 
widely recognized as an important tool for grassland restoration, and 
would be used to improve the overall health and function of grassland 
communities at Rocky Flats. 

28-9; See responses to comments 28-6 and 28-7. In addition, the 
Service believes that the limited hunting program in Alternatives B 
and D are unlikely to affect wildlife viewing opportunities. 

28-10. See response to comments 28-3 and 28-4. 

. .  
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Letter #28 continued Comment 
# 

Ms Laune Shannon Comments & Rocky Flats National Wildlife Fefuge Draft 
Comprehensive Consswation Plan 8 Environmental Impad Statement 

28-1 1 

28-12 

28-1 3 

I .  Pnble's liabitai &lta~g&~ent. . 
In the opinion of PPA Preble's habitat management is comprehensively addressed, , ', , 

We agrke uith the objectik and s@q$es as pr6scnted. 

PPA disagrees with the use of pFesnibed fire, @n& and other tqols.. MnoipuIiUive 
management pracii& have resuited in cataump~c events in the  pas^ (e,&% the DUSI 

 opportunity to &ow the natural forcer IO chat the course of&cnu. Yeitowstone' I 
NuioRal Park,&ted the chaUenye of managing the,f%k witMUi suppressing 
natural wildfires, prescribed fik and grazing. Although people m y  no1 agree wkh 
thc nobinvadve mamge'inenl prec!kcs us$. still 8 rathcr complete mgc of &I , . 

fawra is represented in the Par&. 

 owing is the agri+urai bquivdem IO natural u w a t c  and nx~eni grazing. ~e 
raommcnd ody &tu@ spiegies 6 employed to  clip gasses in the Rchge. Wie ' 
we relunintly agr+ that goats can som&mcs be beneficial. WE strongly diia&ee 
wiih the strate# of using domesticated cyle to a+eve grab@. Our r y n s  for I .  . 

~. 
2.. Xnic Toftgrass hlanayement: 

. 

. ' Rowl) simply baause the results af !he ?ctiys "Id not be for-. Hwemw is an ' ' , 

. . 
' 

. .  . .  

. . r m k d j n g  agninst cattle @g a r e  contained in che nrtnpsrsgmph. . . . ,  . .  . 

Cflsrjng is a d d i d  in AGRO's C o ~ e n t s  an DLM's Grad% P r o p  osfallows: 

' ' livestock &zing has degraded the WW. Shcep and cattle are ubiquitous pn 
BI-G lands although thqr are not &give and lhoy cdusc profwnd &vir6nmen!al 
problems such ah d i m i n i i s t  of forage required by native grazers arid bmwys.  
\ V i m  that forage is gone. narive wildlife's food supply and hiding p l m  are , 

. , substanhlIyreducCd. InihcSduthwesl;cattlehavebeenovedte!min& 1 . . 
implicated in thehistoric and wntinyd wnvmion o f d m  grasslands t o m b .  
In ptmicular, it is wdl d6cw&nt&J that liveslock dedroy riparian anas, the 

' . lifeblood Fdr muntless spedes in the arid West. Livest& remoh stabifbhi and , .I 

shadii p b &  promoting &on 4 problems &h inuream flowrincreasing 
flood events but stopping summer ffow and reducing the i t a  table. ,Some 80% 
of vwiebratcs in Mzona ind 'ETew b k i w  u x  riparian areas for some of tkdr tife 

. Threequarters of 4dl i fe  8tmss the West depend on riparian nreas.. Riparian ' I , 

, .  
. 

. 

' I 

! ' 

history needs bd over halFof vcitebrata in these states arc ripatian,obti@tcs. ' . .  

areas are &sa&g rapidly snd as a &It, thc number ofspwies in the West 
hw also plurmneted in diversity and richncss Livestock's excrement and 
carcasses fwl watw. They deposit bacteria into streams rhor increase nuc~ent 

^ I  

. .  . ) '  

. '  

. *  
. .  

I 

. . , ;  .. .. 
. , . . . . . . Response .. ~ . .: . 

2841.'Thank you.for your comment. 

28-12: While most of the Refuge area has been undisturbed by 
human activity in the last 30 to 50 years, the combined effects of road 
construction, site management, adjacent mining activities, and 
historical grazing have left its grasslands in a distressed condition that 
are increasingly.vulnerable to noxious weed infestations. Managed 
grazing,'mowing, and prescribed fire are commonly accepted 
grassland restoration tools that, if carefully applied, would reduce 
noxious weeds and stimulate native plant growth. All wildfires 
would be suppressed, since the use of "natural fires" in an urban 
environment-like Rocky Flats would be a greater hazard to public 
safety than' prescribed fire would be. Adaptive management would be 
a critical component of any grassland management regime to ensure 
that any management tools would not have catastrophic effects. 

28-13. See response to comment 28-12. In addition, the use of 
grazing.at, Rocky Flats would be highly managed, for short periods of 
time, to emulate the effects of grazing by bison under which the 
native grasslands evolved. This type of management would not result 
in th? types of ecological damage that is referenced in the comment. 

. .  
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Comment # I Letter #28 continued 

28-14 

28-1 5 

. .  
Ms. Laurie Shannon. Comments on Rocky Fl& Nal iowl  VJildlife Refuge  Drafi' 
Comprehensive Conservat ion Plan Fi Enviro.nmental lmpad Statement 

. Apri126,2004. , . 
, .  . .  

contcnt, wtcr,Nrbidity, and water temperatures-all of which I n d  to impacts on 

In the f a  ofsuch evidence, iiwou1d.k unconscionable to move forward with plans 
to include cattle @king on thc Kefugc. Moving cattle in aqd out of the Kefuge must . . surely be acfompanid by the inllur: ofnosious wued swds. resultindin firth& 

. cold-w3ler fishes and other species. ( G y i n s  Commcy pp. 23:) . .  . -  
' 

degradation of the native Iandstspc.. . . ,  

. .  , .  
' 3. ,MLxcxi ~ a r ~ ~ i  Prairie irimagenlent. . . 

. wildfires. , , I 

. PPA agrees u'lth the objectives and siratc&ies in this seetion with the F$cption notal ' 
in 2. nhovc regarding p&bed'fire.and mowing. and thc&pprcs..on 6faU natyril . 

< '. , 
'. , I  

?. Rbad Restoration and Revegetation. ' 
' PPA a p e s  with theobjectives and:stmtgies .p~ted in this section.. , 

. .  . ,  . _ *  I 

. I  

28-1 6 
. .  . . 

5. Wed hkmagCmCnt. 
We rccommcrid against employ& tlic lntcgrntd Pest'Managwntnt (IPM) approach 
baca;sejt u&s cultural and chemical twls to @dress a problem that 1\85 created in 
pari by t1i.l: use of thew ~WIJ and i s  bcw&g g ever-incrr;Llip jaobbkm. 'Re same 
cultural and clrmicai tools have b m  unsuccessful in the 'p s t  and will be 
unarcctJshI in the futurein managing noxious k x k .  Reverting tu natural tools 
such as biobgicnl apprcychm ensures that additional chemiollspnd toxins are not 

' 

: , 
, 

. 

' 

added to thosealready in thisoils. ' . I  . ,  
.I . 

. ' ,We urge Ihc creaion of a coniprehensiveXPM plan'thal includes only bolo~cal * " 

-strategies dong  \cilh yrub nnd hamfpull. The cumlntdcion olfcnus to c;ltch 
tumbleweeds are not a ~ t a b l e  siye they may interfere with the movcmenl of 

' 

, , 
' d i d l i e  from one side to the other., 

~ . .  

28-17 . 

6. Dew and Elk Managcmemern 
We d~sagra with the objectives and strate& presented in this d o n  It  is 
unrealistic t~ assume the CDOW can @&fish target populations for deer and elk 
*%e CIMW has bem unable to protccl dcer and dk from chroruc wnsung dixax. 
i n c r a m  fawn to dbe rat~os m mule d e a  herds, accurardy inventory mout$n Iton 
populations. or control coya~c populations, Ik FN'S can certaifiy rrork w t h  the 
CDOW to inve?ory populations of all uddliR populations in the Rehge. but not lor 
p u r p u r  of seeking their duuctton r r w d t n y  msmgement pradtces, s i t u :  tlwse 
methods have prtnen unsntisfaaory in the past 

* 

I 

I , 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

28-14. See response to comment 28-12 and 28-13. 

28-15. Thank you for your comment. 

28-16. Due to the extent of noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats 
and the effect that weeds have on native ecosystems, the Service 
believes it would be important to retain a full suite of pest 
management tools, including chemical herbicides, grazing, mowing, 
prescribed fire, biological controls, temporary fencing, and grubbing 
and handpulling. Each of these tools would be used as appropriate to 
reduce noxious weed infestations while minimizing adverse 
environmental effects. Often a combination of tools is required for 
weed control. 

28-17.. The Service is confident in the ability of Service biologists, 
along with the Colorado Division of Wildlife, to establish target 
populations that would be appropriate for Refuge management. 

... . .  

. .  

. .  

. .  . _..: 
.1 : ._. . .. . . .  
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Letter #28 continued Comment 
# 

Ms Laune Shannon Comments on Rmky Flak National Wtidltfe Refuge Draft 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan & Environmental impact Statement 

April 26, 2004 

L r  

I'opul&m targefs are not realism sttlce papulaitom fluctutc from month to month 
d e p d t n g  on conditions wch as wrathw. disease, forage, predation disease, MC To 
attempt to scc into the kture my my, irrepnrnhle damage 

28-18 

28-1 9 

28-20 

28-21 

28-22 

Iiunling JS J tsnngement stratqy is addressed in the general W i o n  on pages two 
and three above In addition. we wish la sate hae chat iio irunttng h u l d  be allowed 
on the Kcfage Ihcre are tharisxods ofacres m the State of Cobrada that itre olm tu 
Imntmng of all mrts I he State can offord to create a refuge that daes not alluw 
cunsimptibe use ofthe resources un this pubtic property 

. ' 

7. Praine Dag Manayanent 
' T?IC abjenivc for prairie do$ management mi be incpsed to tnclude the entre 

2960 acres of idemfied habitat (XU, p 21 1 In this way, priurie ;penes will agoy 
the many benclits that prains dogs prowde the praine ecosystem food, Jhdter, 
irnprawd soil aeration, mrc nutiitwus ~ c ~ a l i o n  d c  (John t tloogland, 'j& 
Rlack-T.%led Prairie k t g .  1995 ) AIlow tbe black-tatled p m  
naturally into (he.24QO available acre5 to aehtc\.e a i l l y  funct 

Stratcges for mnalyng pmne dogs should not Include any bL1 methods, induding 
externtion. or dqmltons to fcrret or raptor foundations The use ofbarriers to 
control &e dispersal of p r a m  dogs tnto m v n w  habitax areas should be mploycd. 
ratha than trapping and relaonting animais wrthm the Refuge 

Pldiiic dag.. fwm off-dte lwtions should be accepted until 11s urrrying capacity of 
18000 animals is achtewd 
acre = 18,000) 1 his fip 
capacity may be extrapla 
to translcuite that many anrmals in a lesscr time kame 

Virjtors should n e m  be allowed to enter at& m p i d  by prune dogs By 
'apply% this cnterion, plagye will not be un iwe for visitors Ihe WCP sls,tes that 
n&agement ufll include the informal mnitonng for plague PPA would like the ' 
slattwnt to b$ d&Md more clearly, as 11 is diftjcult to utlderstand how one ~ 

"inloormally momtors plaguc". Addrtionally. "plague control methods" (DCCP. p 41 f 
are mentioned hut not defined Please mpnund on Ihe drategy in fithire 
dourmentation 

% 

parid 

- 
acres X 10 p m n e  dog  pa 
o m  time Ihc wrying 
since i t  i s  probably tmposFiblc 

I 

. .  
_ _  

6 

, .  

I 

Response 

28-18. The Service believes that limited public hunting would be 
compatible with Refuge purposes and managcmcnt, and that it  would 
provide an additional management tool for deer and elk populations. 

28-19. In  Alternative B, the Service proposes limiting prairie dog 
expansion to a threshold of 750 acres. About I O  acres of prairie dog 
colonies currently exist at Rocky Flats. While the Service recognizes 
the important role that prairie dogs play in the grassland ecosystem, it 
is also important to manage prairie dog populations in balance with 
other wildlife species and vegetation communities. A sustainablc 
expansion of prairie dog colonies would contribute to the health and 
diversity of grasslands, but an overpopulation of prairie dogs across 
the entire Refuge would threaten the viability of other native species, 
as well as the rare xeric tallgrass community in the western portions 
of the Refuge. Alternative B would allow for a 5000% increase over 
the current population size, which the Service believes would be 
sufficient for a sustainable and dynamic prairie dog population. 

Another reason that the Service intends to restrict unlimited 
expansion of prairie dog colonies is due to concerns related to 
residual, subsurface contamination within the DOE retained area. 
The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface contamination 
does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge. However, the 
DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy facilities 
within the portions of the DOE retained area where subsurface 
contamination will remain, which includes preventing prairie dogs or 
other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface contamination. 
While the Service would not be responsible for prairie dog 
management within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface 
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management 

' nerwith-the DOE it is prudent for the Service to maintain a 
sustainable'prairie dog population and to keep those populations 
away from the retained area. 

28-20:,. Prairie dog populations would be managed using visual 
barriers, on-site.relocation, and other non-lethal methods. 

28-21. In'Alternative D, the Service would evaluate the suitability of 
accepting, unwanted prairie dogs from other jurisdictions. In the other 
alternativ,es,-including the Proposed Action, the Service would not 
accept prairie dogs from off site. As discussed in the response to 

* '  
.. . . .,... 

. . .  ,:...: : . . . . . .  . 
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Comment 
# Letter #28 continued 

. ,  

, MS. Lwrie Shannon. Comments M) Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Draft , 

%mprehensive.Conservat;on Plan 8' Environmental lmpad Stafemenl 

April 26,2604 . .  . ,  

. f .  

8: IiuntiG. 

Under no &cummes should hunting be allowed on the Refuge! There is no way . 
to guarantee the mi,mals are free of contaminants. There is no way to guarantee the 
young or disabled are not more musceptible to the contaminants that remain on-site 
than the general public. . ' ,. 

\ 0 .  

28-23 

. .  

' In summary, prairie Preiavation AlIianw sees mueh va~ue in the Cornpr,&nsive 
28-24 Conkrhion Plan for R&ky Flats National U'ildlife Rduge. .we would like to see less 

onqniation toward active inration and rnorc.com over the clwnip nctivities Md 
xhedule  b e f o r e , p r d i w  &nhcr d t h t k  Plan. We would like to  re^ the Refugeallow, . 
'pmiriedoi relocations from off-site locations. Ginally. we strongly dis&gm with the 
reconjm&ation to allow huming on the Refuge. 11 i s  no1 necessary and will gwtly 
dnrnn from !he ovenll exp&nch of the R d g e .  It a manag&ent io01 in the m e  
'.sense of the word (and may.be detrimental to the & IS), but a form of recreation 
that serves M everdeWearing ponion of the population. ,Jo pander to theirkshes at the 
cwpeiiseofthe G I  million people who spend $38.6 billion annually in the pursuit of 
wildlife viewing and photoynphy llies in lhe face of reason. 

. 

I 

'- 

. . 

- 
~ 

Sincerely. 

. .  . .  

. .  . 

. .  
I .  

. >  . . -  

f ' 

Response 

comment 28-19, the Service proposes to allow natural expansion of 
existing and adjacent prairie dog populations in a manner that is 
ecologically sustainable. 

28-22. Any outbreaks of plague in prairie dog colonies would be 
monitored through the observation of on-site Rehge staff. Informal 
monitoring is relatively simple, as outbreaks of plague in prairie dog 
colonies are-readily and quickly apparent. 

28-23; '.Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer 
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for 
contaminants.. The results of the analysis indicate that there is no 
significant,uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at 
Rocky,Flats: 'The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the 
proposed Refuge management objectives, including hunting, would 
be.safe for the public. 

28-24. Thank you for your comments. 
, . :. - 

. .  . . .  
'. .- . .  4 . .  

. : . -  .,.. 
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Letter #29 Comment 
# 

I 

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 
An Ah?rary BoJIcl to m us. c k w m t  of Energy 

April 1, 2004 

Ms. Laurie Shannon 
Planning Team Leader 
U S. Fish and Wildlife SeMce 
Ro&y Mountain &mal  BulWing 121 
Commerce City, CD 80022 

Dear Ms. UMnrwn: 

The Rocky Rats Gbzens Advisory Board (RFCAB) k pbased to submit the following 
comments related to the draft Comprehenswe Conservation Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement (CCP/EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Rehrge. 

As you know, RFCAB is a federal advisory cammiltee chartered to pmvmde advtce and 
recommendahom to the Department of Energy, the regulatws and others on mattes 
related to the deanup and dosure of the Rocky Rats wte. Our membership represents a 
diverse ums-secbon of the community. The Board develops it rwommendahons by 
consensus, which when considering the dwefsity of our membership represents a carehrl 
balance of the viaw and opinion!, stlared by our members 

In mnsidenng the information presented in the draft CCP/EIS, the Board does not have 
consensus on whether me of the proposed alternatives, A, 8, C, or D, should be chosen 
for future management of the refuge. Furlher, nothing in this letter should be 
constwed to imp& Lhat the Board has reached m m s  on whether there should be 
pubftc access to the refuge. We do have agreement, however, on certain aspects of the 
overall management plan irrespect~ve of whatever management alternative IS uitimatcly 
selected and offer them as follows. 

I )  No dogs should be ailowed on the r&uge. 

2) in the event that an altemative Is chosen mat allows puMic access. there should be 
no motorized vehdes allowed except in public parking areas or for ute maintenance. 

3) me bard suppats the overall goal of ecological restoration at the site, parbcularly 
the protection and development of the tallqrass praine ecosystem. 

I) in order to prevent access to the DOE-retamed po&ons of the site, there should be 
a permnnent and dearty demdrcated boundary. The U.S. Fish and Wtldlile Service 
&wld be an M i  decision-rnakrv in the establishment of this boundary. Members 
of the community shwld also be involved in the decision. 

29-1 

29-2 

29-3 
29-4 

29-5 

29-6 

10808 H i m y  93, Unit 0, BUildinQ 60, Room 1078 
Golden, Colorado 80403 

(3031 066-7855 4 W x  (303 )  066-7856 4 Email: rfcab@Xndm.com 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

29-1. Thank you for your comments. 

29-2. Thank you for your comments. 

29-3. Dogs would not be permitted on the Refuge in any alternative. 

29-4. Motorized vehicles would not be permitted on the Refuge 
except for designated parkindaccess areas, Refuge maintenance and 
fire access, and access to utility easements, ditches, and private 
mineral rights. Objective 2.2 - Public Access has been revised to 
specify that motorized vehicles would not be permitted on Rehge 
trails and roads except for the above uses. 

29-5. The Service agrees that ecological restoration and the 
protection of the xeric tallgrass ecosystem are important components 
of any Refuge management plan. 

29-6. The final configuration of the DOE retained area, as well as the 
nature ofany fencing or structures demarcating its boundary with the 
Refuge will be decided by DOE and the other RFCA parties. The 
Service is not the final decision-maker in these matters. However, the 
Service will continue to provide input to the RFCA parties. 

I 

In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation be 
"seamless" with-few obvious visual differences between the Refuge 
andthe DOE retained area. Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates that 
the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence 
and/or'pe*anent obelisks would demarcate the interior property 
boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that 
the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such.a fence would not 
adversely.,affect the'movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

. .- 
. . .  
_: . I . . 

.. . 

. .  . . .  
, . .  
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Letter #29 continued Comment 
# 

I ,  

29-7 

29-8 

29-9 

29-1 0 

29-1 1 

5) I t  IS impoftant to p r w e  the hktocy of ranching as part of the stow of the Rocky 
Fiats land, but presentation OF the actual remaining randing smictures is not a top 
panty for the Board. 

6) Because of its close association with the tall-graa prairie fcmystem, mining is not a 
compabble land use for the refuge. The Board wppwts the U.S. Fish and Wildiife 
pasition that no land be transferred into the re- unbl the mineral nghts ha* 
been acqulred or after sud? time that mined lands have been redalmed. me 
responsibility for resolving the outstanding issue5 related to the mineral dghk 
remains wth the Department of Energy. 

7 )  While not in agreement on the flnal location, the Board suppwts the devdopment of 
a combined refuge interpretive center and museum related to Rocky Rats hktory. 

8) The Board supportr a strong environmental eduation program focusing on the 
ecological resources at the rebge, but is not In agrement on whether t h e  
programs shwld indude access to the site. 

The Board Is also forwarding to you the results of a survey on the refuge management 
alternatives and related issues completed by our members. These survey resulk do not 
represent any offidal pwtion of the Board, but do provMe an insight into the 
development of our cmmenrs outilned above. 

We thank you for the oppatunity to p d d e  our comments 

Sincerely, 

Victor Holm 
Chair 

a: hazer Lodchart, DOE-RFW 
Steve tunderson, COPHE 
Mark Aguilar, €PA 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

29-7; The Service agrees that the preservation of the actual Lindsay 
Ranch 'structures is not necessary to preserve the agricultural history 
of the site, or to meet the requirements of the Refuge Act. To that 
end, Alternative C calls for the removal of the structures and 
interpretation of the history of the site. However, the Service also 
acknowledges that there is public interest in the preservation of the 
struc!ures, as well as the visual character that they add to the Refuge. 
For that 'reason; the Service recommends continued stabilization and 
interpretatiollof the Lindsay Ranch barn in Alternative B. 

29-8; .TheSe&ce agrees that surface mining of Refuge land would 
havecan adverse impact on the management of the Refuge and its 
resources; and~would not be compatible with the purposes of the 
Refuge or the.N'WRS. The Service has expressed to DOE that it will 
not accept the transfer of administrative jurisdiction of lands subject 
to mining until the United States owns the associated mineral rights, 
or until mined lands have been reclaimed to native grasslands. 

29-9. The Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate 
Refuge offices and/or visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if 
such a.museumk established and it is within close proximity to the 
Refuge 'entrance:- 

29-10. In the Service's preferred alternative, Alternative B, on-site 
environmental education would be targeted towards high school and 
college age students. On-site education programs would be 
implemented after 5 years of Refuge operations. The establishment 
of the Refuge and any ensuing public access is predicated by 
certification by the EPA that the cleanup is complete and proposed 
uses would be safe for the public. Cleanup decisions will not be 
made by the Service and are outside the scope of this EIS. However, 
due to'public interest and concern, an expanded discussion of cleanup 
related issues is included in Section 1.8. 

29-1 1. ;Thank you for your comments. 

. .  . 

. . . _  

. . .  . .  
. .  
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R o d q  Fiats Cold War Museum 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

..,, . .  :. . ,  . 
. . .  -. 

.., .. . : ,. ... . .. , . . : .  
. . .  . I -  , I . .  
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. .  Response 

30-1. Thank you for your comments and participation. 

30-21 The Service looks forward to opportunities to collaborate with 
the Museum, L~;. :. as'expressed . by Objectives 2.8, 2.9, and 6.5. 

30-3: The,establishment of the Cold War Museum is outside the 
jurisdiction.of the Service and the scope of the CCP/EIS. However, 
the Service has..expressed that it would prefer to co-locate Refuge 
off;lces.and/or.visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a 
museum i s  established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge 
entrance..' . :: 

.. . 
? . :  , . 

. . .  .: 
. 1  
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I Comment 
# Letter #30 continued 

30-4 

30-5 

30-6 

Working closely to develop environmmntal educalion and long-term stewardship 
t !  Perhaps most importantly, as an educatiod org;inimtion, Lhe mureum'scxists 

to inform its visiton of die past. present. and future issues regarding Rocky Flats. In fact. 
&e edunrtiod programs of Ow museum can eventually reprrsnt one of h institulional 
conlmls for chc ongoing stewardship ofthe site-keeping citizens informed abul  the 
environmental slate of Rocky Flnu and nunwing future stew& A wide Voricty of 
activities foeusing on,site monitoring, habits1 m t d o n .  and continuing community 
information about the ongoing legacy of Rocky Flnls are k ing  developed. 

"he muscum's lead role in undertaking. n tlistoric Site Asscssm.ent of the Lindscy Rmch (now 
complaed) is one cxamplc,ofthe collnbmtive approach we hope for. 'I& nnch holds promise 
as M important educatild rcsourcc for the refuge. This indepth assessment representi SO 

impowrt first slep in considering how the nnch might be used in future public hiway or 
en><ronmenwl education pnrgnmming. T h m b  to'thc collaborative efforts of the museum. 
USFWS, W E ,  and the Cotomdo ~lisftpric31 Society. the ranch's heritagr: will not be lost. 

Thcn is much to be decided in lhc coming years. As the clcdn-up pmgresres ne hope to play an 
increasingly visible rolc in defining what the legacy ofRocky Flats will be. We continue to look 
to the UWWS as B critical partner in this work. 

Sincerely, 

- 
n e  Davis 

Execullvt Dimtor 
Rocky Fiats Cold War Museum. Inc 

fEiT+- f?&.&Q& 
Rrym C Taylor. 
President. b a r d  of Dimtors 
Rocky Flats Cold War Museum. Inc. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

30-4. See response to comment 30-2. 

30-5. The Service appreciates your efforts to preserve the history of 
the Lindsay Ranch. As outlined in Objective 6.5 - Cultural 
Resources - Site History, the Service looks forward to future 
partnership opportunities. 

30-6. Thank you for your comments. 
. .  

. .  

. .  

... . 
. .  

. .  

. .. 
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Monday April 26.2004 
' C E I V ~ D  

Laurie Shannon 

Dear Ms. Shannon. 

The following p a y s  arc the find comments by t and 
31-1 Justice Center on the D& Comprehensive Coarervrrtio :* 

Slatement for the Future Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. The comments have been 
divided into two basic psrts, general comments and specific comments. We would like 
responses to both sections We have dsa included rtltachments that would be v q  WFUI 

t nf thc RFNWR. 
Dr LCRoy 
orkerq" from 

~iosina the Circle on tb S m i n u  nfthc Atom. WE. January 1996, and C Xk 
and recommendations of the Risk Assusmcnt Corpomuan's 1999 

report on sampling protocols 81 the RFETS 
The docisions being made at this sitc are very imponant and could affect many 

lives We believe that the FWS should utilize as m y  rcsourws as possible when 
making decisions such as those IR the CCPKIS, including public comment md citizen 
expatise. 

provided a! the end of our comments please fee1 free. IO confad me. f will send twn 
copies ofour final comments. one copy will be fa%& on Apnf 26.2004. the other Copy 

If you have MY questions rcgarding our comments or the additional resourea 

6.2W. I would request 4 response 

1520 Edd Awnue Tc 'Wwm (30314446981 
&%Ida COeDE2 F*X.(303) 444asn 

working for nonvwteni soda1 change sinm 1983 

"Comitunity SIiares of Colomdo Member Agency" 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

51-1. Thank you for your comments. The documents referenced in 
he letter are part of the administrative record for the project. 

. . . . _  
' ,  - 1  *? 
:. < '  

... . . . _  ;: i /  
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Comment # I 
~~ ~ 

Letter #31 continued 

The Rocky MountainPeace and Justice Center i s  a non-profit organhtion, which 
represents a mcmbership of over 2000 people in Colorado We have aned as a voice for 
the community for 20 years on issues surrounding Rocky Flats For 20 years we have 
sought 10 end the harm to people and the environmenf caused by nuclear weapons 
produoion and other nctivities at Rocky Rats 

General Comments: 

w w  Nai ion& Wildlife Refuaes and for 

Improkement Act states that wildlife conmation is the priority of NWRS lands and that 
the Secretary of the Interior will ensure that the bmlogicsl integrity, diverstty, and 
unvironmental health of rehge lands are maininin& Each refuge must be maria@ 10 
fulfill the NWRS mission and [he specific purposes for which it was &lishcd 
(emphask added)." The NWRS mission is, "[I10 administer a national network of lands 
and wafers for the consemation. management, and where appropriate. restoration of the 
fish. wildlife. and plan! resources and their habitats within the United States for the 
benefit of present undfvrirre generations o f  Amcriuni (emphasis added)." The 
CCPEIS also states. "The Refuge Act identified four purposes of the Rocky Flats NWR: 

Restoring and preserving native ecosystems 
Providing habitst for and population msnasemcd of, native plants and migracofy and 
resided wildlife 
Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species &a! are candidate 
spaies under the E n d a n g d  Species Act) 
Pwviding opportunities for compatible scientific mcanh" 

Neither the mission o f  the NWRS nor the purpasea for which RFNWR w u  
utobishcd requim or exen mcntiont public UK or recreation. It is therefore in-line 
with the mission and purposes of the RENWR to keep the site closed to recreation 

Further. FWS states i h ,  ''[l]iUxls within the NWRS are different fiom federal 
multiple-use public lands .. in fhat that they are closed to all public uses unleso 
specifically and legally opened" Compatibility Determinations are used to determine 
whether a refuge use should be allowed While compatibility determinations for the 
RFNWRS show no significant "interference or daraaion" from the Refuge and its 
mission, neither do they add any signifcant benefit. The RMPlC feels rhst the 
Compatibility Determinations provided in the DraR CCPEIS are vague and do not 
provide the derails one would require to make such serious decisions 

In the DaR EIS/CCP, the FWS points out, T h e  [National Wildlife Refuge Synem] 
31-2 

. .. 
~~ 

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center and its members do not want 
to nee  mmation allowed at Rocky plats. It is  our beliefchat the dangers and 
u r n i n t i e s  around contaminsnt ecmcnitrations. locations, aad stability within the 
environment are simply too p t  to justify opening the site to public access 

deicr development of thcsc beautikl. yea conlamin8tcd laads. It is also appropriate lo 
reclnim this land fcrm Ps tragic history and albw it to  em a positive purpose. 
Ilowwer, positive use of this beautiful land does not require the site be opened to the 

31-3 

We suppon the basic ideas behind the Refuge establishment. It is ltppropriaie 10 

The Rocky Mounfain Peace and Justice Center CCPEiS Cummenis I 
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Response 

31-2. The Service agrees that excerpts from the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System and the purposes of Rocky Flats 
National Wildlife Refuge are correctly quoted. It is quite clear from 
the language of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act of 1997, and the legislative history of that law, that the Secretary 
of the Interior is required to provide the six priority forms of wildlife- 
dependent recreation that are the priority public uses of the Refuge 
System, whenever those uses are found to be compatible with the 
purposes of the refuge and the mission of the Refuge System and are 
consistent witli public safety. The Service believes that the public 
uses proposed in the CCP meet the compatibility and safety criteria 
and are, hence, required by the NWRSIA of 1997. 

31-3. In addition to the response to comment 31-2, the Refuge will 
not be established until it is certified by the EPA to be safe for any 
proposed activities. 

5 .  I > 
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Letter #31 continued 

31-4 

31-5 

public for reMatjom in  fan. opening the site to recreation would pose a health risk to 
those visiting the site, and. therefore, recreation should k considered a negative use. 

sFientific_researc h on the si& 

purpose8 for which the RFNWR was created, would be more beneficial to US citizens 
o\wall Little is known about low dose radistton exposure, though some studies sug~est 
small doses received over a period of time cBn be vcry hmfial to one's health We 
recommend that a focus be placed on studying the health eRects oflow level radiation, 
including cancer riskr and possible genetic disturbances. on human and non-human 
organisms. We also arggcst that Rocky Flats could be used for reSearch in the 
development of better. more &ieient remedi@ion technologies far cleanup of p l u t o n h  
contaminated sites Care should be taken in any and all situations to pram1 atposure to 
researchers and works, as well as the public. Can should also be taken to prevent 
disturbance of  wildlife and habitat, cspecidly those considerai lo be endangered or 
IhEitenCd. 

We believe that encouraging ~tcntific research on the site, one of the four 

We were very disappointed fo be told that known contaminants that an being leR 
behind on site at Rocky Flas m outside the mpc of the CCPIEIS. We were also told 
that cornem rderring to such contaminants would not be. considered "reasonable," and 
therefore not considered. . Not only is this irresponsible and inappropriate. we believe i t  
violates the clear intent of the National &ivironmcntal Policy Act requiemems for 
conducting an EIS. On this issue, we concur with ond call your anention to the 
comments submitted on April 21,2004, by the Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter. 
FWS is aware that the site will not be cleaned up to the most stringent possible levels. 
FWS is also aware that large mounts af dangerous contamination will be leR behind in 
the subsurface (below 3 feet) in the forma industrial mne and that the surface soil in this 
portion of the site will contain up to 50 pCig of  plutonium-assuming that the cleanup 
docs not miss any hot spots and that soil sampling and analyses were adequate and 
accurate. 

of scientific literalure (much of it cited in the auached paper on Risk horn Plutonium in 
the Rmky FIau Environment; Aaachrrutu A)  char suppons the conclusion that u p o w e  
to plutonium in even minuscule amounts can have adverw health effacS, including 
effects that may be pwed on to hnue gennations. Yet. dapl te  the dear 
undentmding that contamination will be allowed to mnain on the site, the FWS 
refused to consider eommenls that addressed dangers posed by that contamination. 
It u unacceptable to limit public participation in tbir way. It is also irresponsible to 
manage the rite P( if it were pristine. when i t  is admittedly not. The public has been 
asked IO comment on a DraR Environmental Impact Stalement while being told that 
remarks about environmental impacts will be ignored. 

the refuge in which it presents a hi1 description oflhe condition of 1heRocky Flats 

Any assessment of risk is freighted with uncarainties. There is a SubsIantial body 

In keeping with h e  foregoing we believe FWS mud do a Supplemental E1S on 

.. . .- :- *.;. .:, ' . .. ., iidornis sz. '..L ".. .. . . .Ir , 
.<-3 ~ . . , .  

The Rocky Mountain Peace and lustice Center CCPEIS Commeritr 2 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

31-4. As described in Objective 5.3 -Research, all alternatives 
would allow for some level of compatible scientific research on the 
Refuge. Currently, the Service anticipates working with others to 
conduct research that has direct implications for Refuge management 
related to wildlife, habitat, and public use. The Service has no plans 
to conduct research on efficient remediation technologies for cleanup 
of plutonium-contaminated sites. There would be no need to do this 
since none of the lands coming to the Refuge will require any 
cleanup. 

31-5. The Service is not a decision-maker in matters pertaining to 
cleanup, and the CCP/EIS is not a cleanup document. The EPA and 
CDPHE have indicated that all activities that are proposed in the CCP 
alternatives would be safe for both Refuge workers and visitors. The 
Refuge will not be established until this is certified to be the case. 
For these reasons, issues related to cleanup decisions are not within 
the scope of this EIS. However, in response to public interest and 
concern, an expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup and 
residual contamination levels is included in Sections 1.8,3.2, and 4.2. 

I ,  . 
- ... . 
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Comment # I Letter #31 continued 

environment and invitcs the public to wmment on this information. No decisions 
regarding future use of &e Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge should be made unlil 
IWS has fulfilled the whole of its obligations under Prik 

Qement of 00- 31-6 We understand that the USFWS was required to take over the closed site through 
federal legislntion and that the Service could not refuse the ultimate squishion ofthe 
sitc. As thiqp stand now, neither the DO1 nor the USFWS has a written or stoled 
n~tional policy or protocot far managing contaminated lands. This is unncceptoble. Tha 
FWS was not dcdgned to manage the uncertainties inherent in a site contaminated with 
radionuclides or other hazardous waste Without the infrastructure in p l a a  to m;tnsge 
contaminated lands and the many problems nnd liabilities that could an’se. the USFWS 
should not be asked to occegt the mnnagement respo 

‘ 

of 8 national FWS &v for mnnaqernent o f contaminated- 
The FWS should be very wncemed about managing a site that will knowingly 

continue to bc contaminated with quantities ofplu~onium nnd orha dangerous materials, 
While the FWS will not take mntml of lands not ‘cerlifies‘ by the EPA the EPA will 
cutify land as transferable with “allowable” levels ofcontamination. It should be noted 
that the standards for“aaxptab1e” or “allov.~able” radiation dose to an adult human have 
decreased a d  changed several times io the brief period of less than 80 years since the 
first standards were created in 1925 (see the attached d i a p m  on “The Evolution of 
1 lenlth Protedion Standards for Nudear Workers," copied &om C/o.dng flre Ctrrlc on the 
Sp/irfingoJdw h m .  DOE, January 1996. note that the standards on this diagram refer to 
nuclear workers; ICRP recommends that dmdanls for the general public be sd at 5% of 
what is pmnitted for wrkm; AffacLmcnrll). These standards continue to be reviewed 
and revised as more is understood about plutonium. Who is to say that thew standards 
will not change a few more times in the future, reflecting ever-lower allowable doses? 
Whnt h a w s  when the allowable dosa sandnrd is reduced to the point where it aauld 
be exceeded by a worker or visitor because the clennup l e d s  at Rocky Raw arc no 
longer considered proteaive of human health and safety? Who will be responsible then 
for the remediation? For the hiurn -sed to ~orkers or visitors? 

possible clean-up. They were set to achieve a cntain level of risk. la other ~‘ords, an 
“acceptable” amount of risk (excess cnncer deaths) was decided upon (not by the public 
being asked to assume that risk), and action levels were derived from this. Risk. in chis 
sew basically m e m  that given a limit ofacceptable hum, a dose is calculated to 
determinc the highest amount ofrndiation exposure possible without exceeding the &+en 
level of  predetermined acceptnble harm This form ofdetermining a legally compliant 
level of risk is protective of industry liobility, not of human health. 

31-7 

It should be noted that the deanup sfandards were not sd to achieve the besr 

31-8 7hc I.WS should also be made awnre of CDPHE’s own standards for ailowable 
levels of plutonium contamination in the soil off the Rocky Flats site. In mponse to 
revelations of major releases of plutonium to the omite environment. in 1973 CDPIIE 
pmmulgated the following sote standard for plutonium in offsire soil. 

lh Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCPEIS Comments 3 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

31-6. The Refuge was established by the U.S. Congress in the Rocky 
Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001. The Act requires the 
Service to manage those lands not retained by the DOE after the EPA 
3ertifies the cleanup is complete. The Draft CCP/EIS has been 
written in accordance with existing Service planning policies. 

31-7. The Service is not qualified, mandated, or permitted to 
:stablish or challenge cleanup standards for contamination of any 
kind. These are the responsibilities of the EPA and the CDPHE, 
which have authority over the standards for cleanup at Rocky Flats. 
If the standards change, the five-year review under CERCLA will 
require DOE, EPA, and CDPHE to reevaluate cleanup efficacy and 
determine if additional work needs to take place. DOE will retain 
liability for any residual contamination. 

31-8. See response to comment 3 1-7. CERCLA clean up levels are 
sometimes higher than standards for some programs. However, note 
that most of the buffer zone and the area that is likely to become the 
Refuge is below the CDPHE standard of 0.9 pCi/g. The background 
range for soil is between 0.04 and 0.09 pCi/g. The RFCA uses the 
value of 0.066 pCi/g for the background value. If the Service wishes 
to construct a residential building for any purpose, additional 
sampling would be needed and the regulators would need to give 
approval before such a building is constructed. None of the 
alternatives in the CCP include residential structures. 

. ... ._  . 
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Letter #31 continued 

31 -9 

31-10 

Conmination of the soil in ~XCCSS of 2.0 disintcgrotions per minute of Plutonium 
per grnm ofdry soil , . . presents a sufficient b d  IO the public health to require 
the utiliition of special techniques of Eonstmuion upon propnty so 
contaminated.' 

The quantity of plutonium in one gram of soil tha, decays at the rate of 2 disintqptions 
per minute is  0.9 picoarrieo. which is 22.S times the 0 04 pci/g averagebackground 
deposit ofplutonium from globd lallout io the area. The current surface soil cfernup 
level of 50 pCVg far plutonium, b 5S,5 times grater than the off-site standard, 
which according to CDPIIE. "prcscnls a sullicienl bnurd Io the public health" to 
require special aclion before disturbing the soil. 

-&g&md FWS will 
We understand that the porlion of the buffer zone FWS will receive from DOE 

will purportedly be Eontamhaled with plutonium at levels of 7 or less pCVg of soil (7 
pCdg is 175 times the 0.04 pCdg average background deposits of plutonium hom 
fallout). Of course, setting aside land contaminated at this level w m e s  that the 
characterization and sampling on which rhis calculation is made are adequate and 
accurate. We are anaching the Executive Summary of the Final R q f i  on Sampling 
Protocols prepared in December 1999 by Rick Assessment C o f p r W i ~ n  for the Rocky 
Flats Radionuclide Soil Action Level Ovasight Panel fAttochmcni C] Please review the 
twenty recommendations this report makes regarding how samples should be collated 
and analyzed to v d y  the cleanup at Rocky Flats We do not believe that dtha the 
sampling done by DOE and the regulators or the additional snmpling intended to be done 
by FWS meets the pro~oocls dtfincd by this sct of rommendations. We urge FWS to 
insist that DOE and the regulators develop proloocls for characterization and sampling IO 
verify the cleanup that correspond with this list of recommendations. Their doing this 
would at least p v i d e  sampling results that could more easily be d v e d  with 
confidence by the affected public 

plutonium in the surface soil. is not simply a matter ofhaving better sampling results. 
Phtonium, ns we have pointed out repealcdly. is particulariy dangerous in Vmy Small 
amounts. Several of the references on the attached sheet on Risk from Plutonium in the 
Rocky Flats Enwronment (6ce A#ochnmnf A) indicate the potential harm from taking 
wen a single panicle of this mataial into the body. But, one might ssy, don't we all lake 
risks? We all drive autos. Isn't driving itself B risk? Andrei Sskhmv, the dissident 
So& nuclear phyoicist who received the Nobel Peace Prize. rrspondad to those who 
compnrc the risk 6om Iow-dose radiation cxponrre to the risk fmm riding in an 
automobile. "Thc automobile," he said, "leads to accidents only in individual cases as a 
result of carelessness on the part of penons who an then legally responsible." By 
ccntrasl. aposing people induntanly to very low doses of radiation means ?hat the 
crime cannot be punished (since it is impossible to pmve that any specific human death 
was  sal by radiation) and. ,future genmtions" arc Iefi defenseless 'againsr our 
acts." 

Cwncrl on Radiation Prolaion and hfeasurements and the International Commission on 
Radiologid Protection both assume that any exposun! to radiation, no mtter how small, 

The issue of risk, however. with resped to the danger from minuscule deposits of 

The issue of radiation and risk is wry controversial. Even thwgh the National 

4 The Rocky hlountnin Peace and Justice Center CCPEIS Comments 

Response 

11-9. Site characterization is the responsibility of the DOE with 
wersight by the EPA and CDPHE. 

11-10. See response to comment 31-7. All public uses at the Refuge 
would be voluntary. 
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Comment 
# Letter #31 continued 

31-11 
31-12 

31-13 

31-14 

31-15 

31-16 

31-17 

is potcxttially h f u l  these same bodies recammend standards for permissible cxposure 
that allow some exposure and thus some harm. Since, as pointed out above. nVS is not 
obligated to allow public rccrwtion activities at the future Roc& Flats National Wildlifc 
Refuge. wc urge h e  agency not to take ihe of needlessly endangming people. If the 
viev that h may result from wpowre to radiation in very small amounts turns out IO 
be incorrect, and FWS has not dlowed public recreation at Rocky Flnts, no one will have 
been harmed. But if FWS allows pubIicrecrcation at the site and it is later irrefutably 
demonstrafed that vay lowdose radiation exposure m he hartnful. who then can r@t 
the wrong or undo the harm? 

Specifics: 

I .  The RMPJC rejects management Altcmatks B a D. 
2. Thc RkPK prefers an a l t m t i v c  that wmld not allow public access or rcweation 

and favors and encourages research focused on low level radiation. 
3. The W J C  favors Afternative C above Alternative A h s e  of the increased 

atemion to environmental pmteaion, Consernation, and restoration. Howwer. we do 
not mppw i%!tCfliati\T C if this meatis that FWS workers wmild be exposed to 
contaminants in the environment. If Personal Protection Equipment and routine 
radiation monitoring are not required or supplied to the workers, then the RMPJC 
favors Alternative A. as this would be the most proledive for workers and the genc~al 
publir 

Fire not only has the great potmtlal for re-suspcnding plutonium parlicles in the air. 
but it also has the potential to increase msion. thus incrming the chance of exposing 
plutonium that lies beneath the top few inches of soil. 

5.  The RXWJC disapproves of any hunting allowed on site. In genaal. we do not feel 
that hunting is compatible with any KiVRS. Spccifictrlly, the weapons pose a danger 
to near-by wmmunities and mad u.ws AIM, tla RMPJC fcfls that the uncataimies 
amund plutonium body burdens in grazing animals arc too numerous. and therefore, 
resident animals of Rocky Flats should not be consumed. If the meat is not being 
consumed there is no reason to allow pubfic hunting, While the HMYJC d v . n o t  
necessarily support the culling of wild animals, if it is detertnincd that cingulate 
populatims must be thinned. we ask that this be done by professional marksmen 
employed by the FWS to ensure public s & t y  and the minimizslion o f m f k i n g  by 
the animals. 

6. The RMPJC disapproves of m y  off-trail hiking. The risk to the hiker is Io0 grwt. 
Tbero is also M increased risk of accidental or intentional damage to some of thc 
institutional conmlo being leR in place by the DOE (water and air monitoring 
nations, capq ac) .  

7. The RhtPJC asks that the WS sctiwly participntc in the discussion a b u t  how to 
demarcate the DOE retained lands. \file we understand that the constmaion or 
intplementation of any mrt of barrier is the responsibility of the’UOE. We also fwl 
that the FWS has a responsibility io the public to clearly mark the boundaries of its 
property. Managing a site JS a ‘seamless spacewhose interior is restricted born fhe 
public will be very &&wit. Thus, we recommend a fence that demarcates and 

4. The RWJC disapproves of the use of fire (1s tool for u . 4  con*ml and management. 

The Rocky Moumain Peace and Justice Center CCPEIS Comments 5 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 122 

Response 

31-1 1. Thank you for your comment. 

31-12: Public use would be minimized in Alternatives A and C. 

31-13. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed 
Refuge activities, in all of the proposed Refuge area, will be safe for 
both Refuge’workers and the general public. 

31-14. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed 
Refuge management activities, including prescribed fire, would be 
safe. However, in response to concerns about residual contamination, 
‘the Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the eastern 
portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman 
Creek to the south (Figure 8). 

31-15. The Service believes limited public hunting would be 
compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, would 
be a co-mpatible form of wildlife dependent public recreation on the 
Refuge, and-would provide an additional management tool for deer 
and elk populations. The safety of participants and the general public 
would be a primary consideration in the design and management of 
the proposed,hunting program. 

31-16. Off-trail, pedestrian use would be allowed in the area shown 
on Figure 23. These areas would be well outside of the DOE retained 
area, and would not contain any institutional controls related to the 
site cleanup. 

31-17. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
be “seamless” with few obvious visual differences between the 
Refuge and the DOE retained area. The F E E  elaborates that the 
Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural fence 
andor permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior property 
boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and clarify that 
the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fence would not 
adversely..affect the movement of wildlife across the site, and would 
not be .visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 
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## I Letter #31 continued 

31-18 

31-19 

31-20 

foftows the entire boundary bawecn the DOE retained lands and those to be managed 
by the FWS. This boundary should also have approach signage so that it is clear how 
far sway the DOE land is. For ~ ~ t ~ p l e ,  a sign coutd be posted 81 100 yards disfancc 
from the fence indicating one's proximity to the DOE lands. 

8. The W l C  believer that visitors and workers should be made a w e  of the 
cuntaminaats w site and the dangers they pose. If visitors are allowed, informed 
conscnl praaices mu3 be adopted and enforced. 

9. The RMPIC belie- MS workm, as well as any researcher$, should be provided 
with Personal Protection equipment They should also &M training on hazardous 
and radioanive materials They should also be monitorat regularly by appropriate 
health and medical professionals to ensure that lheir health and well bdng is taken 

IO. The RMPJC is opposed to a hll Visitor's Center for the WNWK The wSt is tw 
high, and tho benefits too fnv. However. should the RFNWR be opened to public 
actus, despite overwhelming comments asking for the opposite, the RMPIC feels 
that some sort of facility should exist to facilitate use of the k f U g C  only with 
informal consent and understanding of the nature of Ihe dtc, its histcry, and i l l  
admitted contaminants. 

seriously. 

nK: Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center CCPlwS Comments 6 

Response 

31-18. The-Refuge would include signs and displays conveying the 
history of the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, 
and relative %ks associated with the Refuge. 

31-19. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the area that will 
become the Refuge will be safe for all proposed Refuge activities, 
including scientific research. The contamination levels in the area to 
become the Refuge are currently safe enough (prior to cleanup) not to 
require any response actions. For these reasons, protective equipment 
would not be required in the areas that will become the Refuge. 

31-20. The proposed action, Alternative B, calls for a visitor contact 
station rather than a full visitor's center at the Refuge. However, the 
Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate some visitor 
and/or office facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a museum 
is established and it is within close proximity to the Refuge entrance. 
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# I Letter #32 

Rocky Flnu Refuge MaNiger 
Rocky Mounm'n Arsenal- Building 121 
Commerce City, CO 8oM1 

These conunents represent the oficial comments of thc Sierra Club Rocky Mountain 
Chapta to the Draft CCPlElS for Rocky Flats Nat iod Wildlife Refuge i\s I& 
comments discuss, beeaw MIS has not provided enough information to the public to 
d e  an urformcd daision about public access to Rocky Flats, the S i m  Cfub supprrts 
Alternative C (EcoIogifal Restoration) wbkh powdes for the 1- amount of public 
access. Until such tune as then is more publicly-available scientific rnformatlon thnt 
provides suppcn for FWS' proposol toaflowsi~fiuutt piblic use ofthis site, che S i m  
Club believes che area should be dosed to visitor use. Ibe Sierra Club urges FWS to delay 
any find decision mi the clean up is cornplctc and an EPA asscssmQd of the site has 
occurred. At that time, en\imnmentat documenktion nlcvant to the clam up's aRWs on 
public use of the Refugc should be prowdul to the puhltc and d p l  by FWS in M 
updlted DEIS. 

32-1 

1. FWS Bib to conildcr whctbor the humao usn orowscd in u r e a  of contaminrtioq 
and cleanop at Rockv Flats nnder the various alternatives will  have a 'siznifant 
cWst on (he aualitv of the human environment." 

NEPA requires chat envimnmwtal considrrotions be iiitegrated inlo fcdcml plumin& 
%'hewer a federnl nyency propoxs n major federal action. it must consider whettur tha~ 
action will have n sig"ificani cffecl on the quality of the human environment This means 
FWS must K\~IUIIC. among other things, the "dcgnc to which the propovd action affects 
public h d t h  or safety." 40 CFR 1SO8.27. Regulations also require that when information 
on reasonably foreseeable adwse impcts is essential IO a reasoned dccisioq Ihc agency 
must seem the information if chr wst is not exorbitant 40 CFR 1502.22(0). 

"NEPA procedures m u  insure that cnvironmcnlal information is available to public 
oflicials d citizens before decisions arc made and kcfort actions arc taLen" 40 CFR 
1500. I ,  NEPA has twin purpows: to obligate a fcdtnl agency to considn "every 
significant aspect of the environmental impact of the pro& d o n "  And to ensure the 
public that the qrncy has indccd considered environmental concerns in its decisionmaking 
process. The purpose of an EIS is to cducav the public aod ensure h e  public lhat h e  
agency hns m i h c d  cn\ironmentd collcems -imlwhng impacts on human health and 
the quality of the human environment-in its d e c i s i o d i n g  process. FWS has failed in 
buth raprcts in this EIS. 

32-2 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response , .  

32-1. Thank you for your comments. 

32-2. Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a 
Refuge until the EPA certifies DOE has completed the cleanup and 
closure. . 

The CCP/EIS is written under the premise that the land will be 
remediated and certified prior to the establishment of the Refuge, and 
the establishment of the Refuge will not have a significant effect on 
the human environment. If post-cleanup conditions change this 
assumption, the cleanup will not be certified and the Refuge will not 
be established. 

In response to public interest and concern about contamination issues, 
the FElS includes an expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8, 
of residual soil contamination levels in Section 3.2, and any potential 
effects of Refuge activities on those soils in Section 4.2. This 
additional information demonstrates that environmental concerns, 
including the health of Refuge workers, visitors, and the general 
public, have been considered throughout the decision making process. 
Based on the cleanup assumptions that must be met prior to Refuge 
establishment, as well as the levels of residual contamination in the 
lands that will become the Refuge, the Service concurs with the EPA 
and CDPHE that the proposed Refuge activities will not have a 
significant effect on the quality of the human environment. 
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Letter #32 continued 
Comment 

# 

W S  stater thpt Ihe EIS don not discuss the cieanup nctivitie. because they arc outside 
the scow of Refuge management activities considered in h e  CCP.” (DEIS p.8). FWS 
assumes. wichout citing any document, s~ lcmer r t  01 scientific study. !hat it need not 
eonsidcr soil contamination levels. residual conmination, and how chey may be a sowcc 

areas or other elTecls that historid contamination may have on proposed anivitles. 

The Siem Club wholly rewgnizc !hat PWS is mi responsible for che clean up a Rocky 
Flair. including the methods used, the level of clean up. how quickly clean up occu~r of 
wbch areas are tronsferrcd and which are rnaincd by DOE. & o ~ m r .  M P A  I- 

will i m m h  Umaq 
FWS ze 
gxmled with the contami nation U181 ran aim after the WE ckanuo 
heslthandthea ualitv of the enwronmenl, FWS must aXehain and must @de to thc 
public information about wbcther activities mll have a “significant effcc~ on chc quality of 
the humM en\imnment.“ This evaluation necessarily must include information abour, and 
a discussion of. the clean-up standard. the hn89 that will k c l c a d ,  rhc soil drplhs whtrr 
clean up wll occur. and thc impsn to hwnan health and the environment lhat any of rhese 
facts will have. FWS nccd not puform an EIS on thc clean up itsell. But II must perform an 
EIS on the impacts chat the propod activities mll have an che quality o f  the h m  
etnimnmcat becnw chow netivitia will occur on a site thar has bccn wvercly 
contaminated and because W e  could be residual contamination that may be s l i d  up by 
the activities proposed by FWS. 

FWS avoids MY analysis ofeffects to human Wth without a single statcmcnt as to bow it 
can avoid such discussion. FWS does not cite a single study chat evaluates elTccrs to human 
activity. You do not cite any legal suppon for exeluding such a cennaf and critical 
discussion to its EIS. We believe if is impossible for this document (0 med thc obligntions 
of NEPA unless there i s  a gtatn discussion of whac the exiuing environmental conditions 
are of the area chat is being discwed. 

FWS muSt e\aluate whelhm the ckxnup spndard usefJ by EPA (that of thc refuge worker) 
tvill PfMeCl hwnan health and the enrirOnmcot giwn the level of Bnin raredon wda 
each of the altCmativcs proposod by FWS. For instance. Ihe CCP/DEIS never refm to the 
standad to which EPA will clean che Refuge. indepcndmt rtscanh indicates thsl at least 
pan of the Refuge ail1 be cleaned to a level thal will potea a Refuge worker. This 
standard raises several questions rhsl RNS m u  address in its EIS. m l y  whaha other 
groups, especially children. the elderly, or thc infirmed or unhealthy visitor, will also be 
protcctcd under this standsrd u h t h a t  visitor pBTficipares in che activities proposed by Ihe 
Refuge. Docs this scarpdard consider the pupal mrcalional auivitia and heir d t i n g  
disturbanon in determining wtaechcr chc arm h “clean cncugh7- Thc statidmi may protea 
thc Refuge worker who operatcs machinery to blaze a new trail. Howcver, as this trail 
erodes over time. will &e average visitor still be safe? Monover, will the i n t d o n  of 
wildlife (including burrowing wildlife such as *ria dogs) and humans caw dispersion 
And of toxic mawrial chat lies on or bmeath the Nfaal Will such dispnsion degrade Ihe 
quality of  the hwnm environment downwind, down gradient and beyond the Refuge? 

of harm to pcople and the en\1(DNncn1 when coupled vnth Ihe iictivities proposed for the% 

~ I w h  

32-3 

1906WalradHdbu L m . ~ C O U O 3 W  7204MM9 
2 

Response 

32-3. An expanded discussion of contamination issues and cleanup 
levels is included in Section 1.8. The determination of cleanup 
standards is inclusive of all persons, including children, the elderly or 
infirm. 

The erosion or dispersion of soil by wind or water will not be a 
concern~in the areas that will become the Refuge, because residual 
contaminati-on levels in most of those areas will be at background or 
extremely low (below 1 pCi/g) (none of the contamination levels in 
lands to become the Refuge would be above 7 pCi/g - the cleanup 
standard at Rocky Flats is 50 pCi/g). The contamination levels in the 
area to become the Refuge are currently safe enough (prior to 
cleanup) to not require any response actions. The DOE will retain 
any areas where residual contamination is high enough to pose a 
concern due to erosion. 

_.  
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Comment 
# 

~~ 

Letter #32 continued 

2.llte CCPlElS b nrcmnture eiwn because I l l  RYS will not inherit the site for many 
y a n .  and rainditions mav chanee in the interim. and (21 FWS cannot accurate ly 
annlwt the imwcts of DroDosed n l t e raa t iv~  until the nature rad estea1 o f midual  
contamination on the site is know-ma hine (hat cannot be known until &W!$ 
rrceiva iurisdiction of thc rite. 

The DElS states that n MOU between DO1 nnd DOE “will guide the wansition of Roeky 
Flat to its stalus as a National Wildlife Refuge.” As of  the dare of lhew CMNnenlS. this 
MOU has llot been signed. The DElS funher pnnu om that 'the final size nnd 
configw-aion of DOE-msined lands will not be detcnnincd until the find remedy is 
completed and the wen is agrmd to by the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreemeat (RFCA) 
Parties.“ 

How can IWS plan for management of the Rocky Flats Refuge without knowing what 
funhcr oi additlomil responsibilities it will have under the MOU, and whru siEc and 
configuration (he confaminated lands will ultimately have? Clearly. it cannot plan for 
manngemcnt until these things we k n o w  BE a baseline for the study. The CCPDEIS is 
then, admittedly. incomplete and uncertain because FWS does not yet b m w  wtut area it 
will be manngmg, and what its rcsponsibilities fot management will be. 

The progression of environmenLal documentation for clean up and ultimate management 
and use of the Rcfuyc is very f n c t d  and not cnsy to follow. Ihe documents and reports 
nddrcving the clean up arc disjointed, nnd yet they are critical to FWS’ EIS and the 
public’s ability to comment efTec:i\ely. They ~ f c  no where t c f e d  to or listed in this 
DUS It would be earier for the public. nnd uould d e  bntcr logical and planning setsc 
to wit to plan for the Refuge until after the clean up and any EPA analysis art compleic 
Sbor! of this, FWS should a a minimum provide a bibliography that details the rele\wt 
repons and information necessary to d e  a masoned decision about what public uses 
should be pemirted given the clean upcffow. 

Fidly.  FWS puts the COT( before the hone. Considering public uxs for the beforp the 
complctlon of thc clanup nnd any accompanying environmental analyus of Iht cleanup or 
any WA assessment creates confusion for the public. means a less retiable Jaision, and is 
legally slnpcct. 

32-4 

3. The EIS l a v a  many swcific aut-stiotu uoansweredJ 

The Kwh flats Refute AQ 

The ZOO1 Rocky Flats Rcfup  Act inandata that the Refuge will & mannged to rtstore and 
preserve native ecosystems. provide habitat for nativc plans and wildlife. and provide 
opponunities for compthle scientific rcswsch. 
How can FWS manage for ~ t i v e  ewsjnems roihut inquiring inlu the beseline IcveJs of 
midual wumtlmimtion that will still exist when it meives h e  property? 

32-5 

. .  
Response 

32-4. The timing of the Comprehensive Conservation Planning 
process was directed by Congress in the Refuge Act. The Service has 
been in continued contact with the DOE during the CCP planning 
process and has been apprised of the approximate boundaries of the 
lands that will be retained by DOE for long-term monitoring and 
stewardship. While the exact boundaries are likely to change prior to 
Refuge establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature 
of the lands and resources that will be included in the Refuge will not 
change. For these reasons, the Service is confident that it is both 
reasonable and effective to complete the CCP process at this time. If 
post-cleanup conditions change the Service’s assumptions, the CCP 
will be revised accordingly. 

32-5. See response to comment 32-2. 
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Comment 
# Letter #32 continued 

32-6 

32-7 
32-8 

32-9 

32-10 
32-1 1 
32-1 2 
32-1 3 

32-1 4 

32-1 5 

32-16 
32-1 7 

32-1 8 

32-19 

How can FWS plan for wildlife-comywtblc recreation without knowing whether that 
mreational acti%<ty nuv a nsk of disturbing potentially uinlamtnated areas. and thus 
degrading the quality of the human eniironment? 

Visitor IJx 
1 )Will eques~ran use dirt& sotls in a wny that Ewld ex- radioaftlve maWkl? 
2) Will a "seamless refuge" allow wstton to accas sites tha! are no( cleaned up to tk Same 
l e d  as the refuge? Wilt the public be educaM about the diffffirenas in clean up levels? 
3) Can burrowng wildlife. inclutfing prairie do@, dig to a levrt in the g r a d  that bas nat 
been cleaned up? Whnt is  this lmi? If so, how does this potentially @ect redinnbution 
ofcertain miitensfs to the surf=? Can che public bcexpwed to redioiiave materials a a 
result of animal &uu$on to soils? To what afmt m tomc or mdiWve material either 
transponed or ingested by bumwing aiumls bc move4 up and down h e  food cham by the 
internion ofccmmuniires of  animals h n g  &e -habitat? 
4) How will FWS mnnicar on-going impacts to human heal& andenvironment7 1F FWS 
will not be moniroring &e effects that visilor we may suffer, who will bc mo~toring? 
5)  How will proximity to a DOE-retained Superfund affect the Refuge? 
6) What restduals will be 1eR on the Refuge? 
7) liow will any on-gotng cleanup acttvittcs or monitoring affect the pmposcd visitor usc? 
How %ill i t  affect h u m  h d t h  and the e n v i m e n t ?  
8) Is W E  considering as it cleans up the property, the uses to wiuch the property will 
potentially be put2 For instance, docs DOE consider that some recrcauod acavitia. like 
howback ndiog. d d  disnub contaminated soils and send panictes into the air? 
9)There i s  absoluttly na drscussion of whether horse use. hiking, bicycle use, ctc could 
disrupt soil nnd dirt in a wny that would release potentally dnngcrous pevticles in the mr. 
10) Vanous sludtes show that bctww 2042% of children behrea, the ages of 1 awf 6 pfc 

pica children. mauring that lhcy eat sod nndothcr non-food items-up 8 oz per day. what 
hatards lie tn s m  for such childrcn who may wsit the refuge wth their parents 
1 I )  Please explain fwthcr the impacts on human health of s "seamless Refbge 

Transition fmm DOE t 0 Fwa 
FWS whom n&ly de@ on DOE'S clean up aftions 
How will FWS w e n t  exposure to hazardous malenals and pnvent disturbances to where 
cleanup has not been achieved 
How docs FWS plan to manage wcss to wnmminaad sites? And what is h c  di&ty  of 
the level which Corms the bright line above which land w1I be considered eontaminatcd. 
but below which rt Will be considered m appro~ciste place for aclivc recreationlwhat 
exactly does it m e ~ n  to be a "scamless refuge" and does ttus action prom human health? 

Jrnmcts 10 Wildlifq 
I)% DEIS sates that "hunting to control wildlife populations would be permined under 
all action alkmtiives." Hunting is not curmtly allowed al Rocky Flats. Can FWS pkt to 
any scientific data indiwng lhat Ihe deer population is not ww curready optimum, g v w  
the size of  the habitat, and self-regulating7 If dcer populations haw d n # l  scabfe d i n  
an occeptahle range, why fs hunting n c c e s u y  of Even adwsabte? Is consumprive USC of  

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

32-6. See response to comment 32-2. 

32-7. As indicated in response to comment 32-3, soil erosion or 
dispersion will not be a concern in the areas that will become the 
Refuge. 

32-8. In the DEIS, the Service recommended that the demarcation 
between the Refuge and the DOE retained area be "seamless" with 
few obvious visual differences. Section 1.8 of the FEIS elaborates 
that the Service believes that a four-strand barbed-wire agricultural 
fence andor permanent obelisks would demarcate the interior 
property boundary, keep any livestock out of the DOE lands, and 
clarify that the DOE lands are closed to public access. Such a fence 
would not adversely affect the movement of wildlife across the site, 
and would not be visually obtrusive. The Service has provided these 
recommendations to the RFCA parties. 

The Service will provide signs and displays conveying the history of 
the site, the location and nature of residual contamination, and 
relative risks associated with the Refuge. 

32-9. The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that subsurface 
contamination does not exist in the area that will become the Refuge. 
The DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy 

es within the portions of the DOE retained area where 
subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface 
Contamination. While the Service will not be responsible for prairie 
dogs within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface 
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management 
partner with the DOE it would be prudent for the Service to maintain 
a sustainable prairie dog population and to keep those populations 
away from the DOE retained area. 

32-10. As directed by the Refuge Act, the DOE will retain 
jurisdiction over any response actions and will be responsible for the 
long;ten+ monitoring that is required under CERCLA. However, as 
addressed in response to comments 32-2 and 32-3, the area that will 
become the Refuge is currently clean enough to not require any 
response actions and will include only those areas that are protective 
of human health on the Refuge. 

> -  
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Comment 
# Letter #32 continued 

32-20 

32-21 

32-22 

fish and Wildlife advisable given the history of Rmhy Flats? Has FWS sludied chis 
question? 
2) Has FWS evaluated the effect of burrowing animals in or near to clean up sites7 

Imp;lFts due to Fire 
Wildfires have not been alfowd to bum and only one controlled bum h a  been conduc:ed 
on Rocky Flau since 1972. @EIS p. 103) FWS plans to have controlled burns. Has FWS 
of any olhn agency evaluated how contmlled bums ~ u l d  effml residual contamination? 
tias FWS or any other agency evaluated the extent to which toxic mntcrinl in conminated 
soils would be e x p o d  aRer a controlled bum, or ~ o u l d  be dispersed into the environment 
dunng n bum? 

4. The Preautiouary F r i n c i p l e s ~ p p ~ ~  limiting publics- until funber 
information is known, stud- have been done to evaluate potenthi environmental 
imparts, the public is assured t b t  the Refuge it safe fur visitatha, aud that vkihtiou 
wiU not muse further reieasa and dispersion uf toric material and radionuclides. 

In S U ~ I Y ,  the DEIS is  devoid ofsny information or discussion on the potrntinl adverse 
effects from haznrdous s u b s ~ e s .  Given *his, it is vinually impossible for the public lo 
ndcquatcly ilssess the impacts of thealtmtives. The FEE should summarize nnd 
refercncc infornabon on &e p e n u a l  advem cffcets from hwwdous substances, and from 
the e f f m  of human, uildlife and mturnl adions nnd interactions on lhese hazardous 
subslances. The publtc weds more information ElJanling residual contamination a h r  
remediation wd daails about what monhring will occur, who I S  mponsiblc for it, 
whether it will occur on h e  Refuge or only on the W E  rerainod-landr, and how otten it 
will Oecw 

FWS anno: just assume that the site uill be c l d  up to a level that makes any of  the 
aaiviues proposed under the various Ifemafives “safe” far the envimnmenL If FWS 13 
assuming thal clean up poses no risk to human health and the environment, thc ElS should 
say so. rather chan pretend du’s is not a question n1 all. T)ne q W o m  m a  be addrrssed 
Conclusay statements about the i m p 1  of these proposed activities do not men the 
requirement of NEPA that FWS consider cnvimnmenral impacts of the proposed f e d d  
nebon 

lhanL you for conridslng lhesc comments. Sincerrly, 

Kathleen K c p k  .&cker 

Siern Club Rocky Mwm&n C h a p  
Rocky Flats Committee 

Response 
. ,  

32-11. The proximity to a Superfund site within the DOE retained 
area will not appreciably affect the management of the Refige. The 
Service will continue to work with the DOE to facilitate long-term 
monitoring, and coordinate habitat management issues and 
emergency response. 

32-12. See.response to comment 32-3. 

32-13. See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-3. 

32-14. :The lands that will become the Refuge will not require any 
cleanup;>becaust .contamination levels are very low. The DOE will 
retain all: ofithe areas that will be actively cleaned up, as well as areas 
subject to long-term monitoring. 

32-15.. ‘See responses .. ~. . . to comments 32-3 and 32-12. 

32-16. See desponse to comment 32-3. 

32-17. See responses to comments 32-2 and 32-8. 

32-18. See response to comment 32-10. 

32-19. The Service does not believe that there is an “optimum” 
population size at which the deer population will be self-regulating. 
While the. Service considers the deer at Rocky Flats to be “resident,” 
they are part of a larger management unit that fluctuates annually 
based on habitat conditions and other factors. For this reason, the 
Service proposes to establish a target population range that would 
guide wildlife and habitat management on the Refuge. Hunting 
would be used as a management tool to control deer and elk 
populations. Hunting also would be a recreational activity that would 
be compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge. 
Objective.] .6 -Deer and Elk Management, and Objective 2.10 - 
Hunting Program, have been revised to better correlate the 
establishment and analysis of target population size and public 
hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as both a 
population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent public 

. .  

. .  . . 

. .  

. .  

. . ::. 

With regard tothe consumption of deer and elk meat, tissue samples, 
including edible meat tissues, of deer harvested at Rocky Flats in 
2002:have been analyzed for contaminants. The results of the 
analysisindicate, that there is no significant uptake of contaminants 
by deer or other wildlife species at Rocky Flats. 
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Letter #32 continued Comment 
# 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. . .  . . :.: '_ . 
. . .  Response . .  

.. . .  ._ 
32-20. .Seeresponse to comment 32-9. 

32-21. See response to comment 32-2. The EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that all of the proposed Refuge management activities, 
including prescribed fire, would be safe (Appendix D). However, in 
response to concerns about residual contamination, the Service does 
not propose'using prescribed fire on the eastern portion of the Refuge 
between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman Creek to the south 
(Figure IO). 
32-22. See response to comment 32-2. 
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Letter #33 Comment 
# 

33-1 
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Response 

33-11 Thank you for your comments. 
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Comment 
# Letter #33 continued 

33-2 

33-3 

Response 

33-2. Thank you for your comments. 

33-3. Thank you for your comments. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 131 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

.. 

. .  



# I Letter #34 

34-1 

w 

March 3 0 . 2 0 4  

id I fe Management Institi 

Rocky Flats Sndonal Wildlife Refuge 
Am: lnuric Shmnon 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife .Scn,ice 
Rocky Mouniain /\rsmnnl. Rldg 121 
Commerce C3y. CO 80022 

l h  Mu Shannon: 

1 ani the Southwest Ficld Rtprcsentsiive for the Wildlife h4nnqpent Institucc. The 
Institute is n privllie. nonprofit. scientific and ecluentional orgnnimtion founded in 191 I 
and dedicated to the renoniion,~consc~piion, M d  sound management of natunl 
murc~s ‘ ,  especially wildlife and their habiiats. in Nonh rherica, Following m my 
comments on the dmfi Con~prchcnsive Coiwnaion Plm (CCP) and EIS for the Rocky 
Flnis Noriond Wildlife Refuge. 

First. planning feNn members arc to be recognized h r  their work in preparing thr dntft 
plan. 11 is inionnative. 0rganizr.d \veil, acid easy to read. 

The Institute q p e s  that Alternative I3 sliould k the prefemd n1tem:iiivc. This 
dcmativc pmcn~s the ovadl hcsi halance between rcwurce protection and visitor 
oppnunity. llie Instiirrie also s ~ p p n s  pmvisioirs of Alternative B allowing limited 
mrrational bunting on the refirge. As indicated in the plan. it is highly prob&lc that 
deer and elk pnptlnrions on the refuge w i l l  have 10.k m m & d  to prevent degndetion o f  
other resoimx Ihe choice $0 provide limited public hunting is preferred to n culling 
nctiviiy. 

It is suggested the lis of plans to h. prepmd presenfed on p g c  9 be mended to incltde 
a Sluntiny Mrtnngmenl Plan. It is smted latcr in the PInn thal a hunting nimogenienl 
plan would be prepcurd sa it sh6uld be add4 io the lisl. It is &so wry importimi ihnt [he 

.Colondo Division of Wildlife be u key Fatticipant in the dnfting of the hunting plm. 

. , 34-2 

34-3 

34-4 

Wsskmglon. DC Oflico: 1101 14h Srreot. NW. Suilo Bo1 f Washington. DC MQM, Phon0 (202) 371.1608 f FAX ItM) 4W-5059 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

Response 

34-1. Thank you for your comments. 

34-2. The Service has recommended for implementation a modified 
version of Alternative B. 

34-3. The Service believes that limited public hunting would be 
compatible with the purposes and management of the Refuge, and 
that it would provide an additional management tool for deer and elk 
populations. Objective 1.6 - Deer and Elk Management, and 
Objective 2.10 - Hunting Program, have been revised to better 
correlate the establishment and analysis of target population size and 
public hunting programs, and to clarify that hunting would be used as 
both a population management tool and a form of wildlife-dependent 
public recreation. 

34-4. As described in Section 1.9 Future Planning, a step-down 
Hunting Plan would be a component of a Visitor Services Plan. The 
Colorado Division of Wildlife would be an important partner in the 
development of a Hunting Management Plan, as well as the ongoing 
implementation of the hunting program. 

.. . . .  

. I  . . .  

1 8  : . . . ’ -  

- . L . . , . .  . ... . .  . 
... , I . .  ... 

1 32 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



. . 1 .... . , , . I _  . . .  

I Comment 
# Letter #34 continued 

34-5 

34-6 

34-7 

34-8 

34-9 

'fie preferred alternative should include aggnssivc plans to address invasive urds. 
Alternative B includes devclopmcnt of an integrated PIS Management Plan and the ux 
of both biological and chemical control methods. This is good and should be a priority i0 
the CCP. 

The Institute suppons plms in Alternative I3 for managing growth of black-tailed prairie 
dogs on the refuge. To minimize impacts to othcr resources and maximi= restoration of 
depded  habitats it will be nccasary from time to time to control growth ofprairie dog 
towns. Ramtion  of native plant and animal species on the refuge is also supponcd by 
thc Institute Jmi should be encouraged. Consequently, WE sugges! that provisions for 
more extensive habitat restoration and monitoring cuncotly included in Altcmtive C be 
integrated into the preferred alternative. H'e fed thiv could h: done withuut significantly 
altering rhc intent of AItermttivc B. 

The Institute also supports inclusion ofoppmtnities for compatible scientific mearch on 
the refuge. Opportunities for students ill Universities and Colleges to condw research on 
the refuge should be sought and supponed. 

On page 13. under provisions of Alternative C, it is proposed chat any refuge fanlities 
would be built for specific resource protection nnd management purposes. Bnause of 
chis, olfice space would be leased off-site. We suggcst this might be a wollhy provision 
to include in Le  p r e f c d  altenwtive. We are concerned development of ofice and 
olher associated adminismtive facilities will significantly reduce opportunlties to reduce 
the footprint ofdevelopment on this refuge. P l e a  consider how necessary 
administrative facilities an be accommodated without unnecessary impscts on mtural 

Finally. we concur that Icvd of staff indicated in the preferred alternative is dcsible.  
Fedml budget rcstrictions make it doubtful ttUt resources available to the refuge will be 
suficient to staff at the maximum Icvel. In f i t ,  a concern we have is what level of 
activity within each altemtive will be done if l a s  than desired fiscal or human resoureps 
are received? In other wo&, we Honder what arc the priority goals, Objectives, and 
slmtegies? We auggest that the find EIS address this concern. 

l h n b  for the opportunity for comment. Please be sure I receive future documents 
relating :o this plan. 

Sincerely, 

resources. 

34- 0 

34-1 I 

Lm H. Carpentn 

Response 

34-5. The Service agrees that aggressive weed management, 
including the development and implementation of an Integrated Pest 
Management Plan, should be an important component of the CCP. 
Alternative B includes the Services most aggressive weed 
management objectives and strategies. 

34-6. The Service acknowledges that prairie dogs are an important 
component of the prairie ecosystem because of their contributions to 
community structure and ecosystem function. However, the Service 
also agrees with the Wildlife Management Institute that any 
unsustainable growth of prairie dog communities may need to be 
managed to prevent adverse impacts to other species or communities, 
for restoration of degraded habitats, or to prevent the spread of prairie 
dogs into the DOE retained area. 

34-7. Anticipated funding levels do not allow for limited public use 
and the highest levels of habitat restoration and monitoring. 
However, the Service believes that the funding and programs in 
Alternative B will be sufficient to protect and enhance important 
wildlife habitat on the Refuge. 

34-8. The Service acknowledges the value of compatible scientific 
research opportunities on the Refuge, and would promote such 
opportunities. 

34-9. As described in Section 4.4 of the DEIS and FEIS, Refuge 
facilities, including public use and maintenance facilities, would 
effect 1.1 acres of the Refuge. The Service believes that the benefits 
of a management presence on-site outweigh the minor effects that the 
necessary facilities would have on Refuge resources. Because the 
Refuge would be part of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National 
Wildlife Refuge complex, the necessary office space for Rocky Flats 
would be limited to the needs of on-site staff. The effects of these 
impacts would be minimized by co-locating office, maintenance, and 
public use facilities, and by constructing those facilities in areas that 
are already disturbed or degraded, and do not impact important 
wildlife habitat. Objective 6.2 - Operations and Management 
Facilities has been revised to include measures to minimize habitat 
disturbances. The Service has expressed an interest in co-locating 
Refuge offices andor visitor facilities with the proposed Cold War 
Museum, if such a museum is established within close proximity to 
the Refuge entrance. 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 133 Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

. -  



Letter #34 continued Comment 
# 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge 

. .  Response 

34-10. In accordance with the Service’s “wildlife first” mission, 
those management objectives pertaining to wildlife and habitat 
management and protection would take precedence over public use 
activities. . 
34-1 1. Thank you for your comments. 

. .  
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3. Responses to Individual Comments 

This section includes general responses to individual comments, listed by the comment number in 
the following table. Each individual's comments are characterized in the following table 
(Individual Comments on the Draft CCP/EIs). Responses to substantive comments or comments 
that asked for specific clarification on the CCP/E IS begin on page 140. While the Service 
appreciates comments supporting the Refuge or individual components of the CCP/E I S, these 
comments are not substantive and are not included in the responses. 

- .. . .  
. I  

I- . . ,.. , ... ". ,a ~ . .. . , - '' HOW TO FIND RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS , ~. .. . 
. .  I .  .~ 

' 

.. Comments are organized by topic in'the following table. Find the appropriate number,'for 
. .  , . .  the comment. 

Numbers identified with a "*" are considered t0"besubstantive. Only substantive. 
comments have responses. 
Look up the numerical code fo r  the substantive comment/issue of interest, beginning on 
page 140, to find the comment and the Service's response. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS BY ISSUE 
Substantive comments are indicated with an 'I*" and are responded to in the following pages. The 
number of comments received does not include petitions and form letters, which are addressed in 
Chapter 4. 

Comment Number of Comments 

1000 Purpose and Need 
1000 Purpose and Need 

1005 Requests additional information regarding why Refuge is needed 2 <1% 

1006 Supports Refuge designation 11 4% 

1007 Does not support Refuge designation 9 3% 
1010 Comment about legal and policy guidance 8 3% 
1011 Comment that the Service should amend national policies 2 <1% 

1020 Comment about Refuge Vision and Goals 3 <1% 

to manage contaminated sites 

2000 Alternatives 
2000 Alternatives 

2001 General comment about alternatives 
2002' Specific comment about alternatives 

2101 
2100 Alternative Preference 

Comment in support of Alternative A 

1 <1% 

4 1% 

37 12% 
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2150 

2200 

2210 

2102 Comment in support of Alternative A, with modifications 
2104 Comment in support of Alternative B (See also Form Letters) 
2105 Comment in support of Alternative B, with modifications 
2107 Comment in support of Alternative C 
2108 Comment in support of Alternative C, with modifications 
2110 Comment in support of Alternative D 
2111 Comment in support of Alternative D, with modifications 

Public Use Objectives 
2151 General comment about public use programs (See also Form Letters) 
2152' Specific public use comment 
2153* Specific comment: "Keep Rocky Flats closed" (See also Form Letters) 
2154' Comment opposed to public accesduse (Seealso Form Letters) 
2155 . Comment supporting public use 
2156* Comment suggesting longer time frame for public use 
2157*+ Comment suggesting shorter time frame for public use 
2158*'~.Comment opposirigbhunting program (See also Form Letters)' . : 

2159.:. Com,ment supporting hunting program. 
2160*-.Comment proposing model glider use'on Refuge ' ' 

2161 .:. Comment about . . . ,  types , of permitted accessluses 
2162' Su'ggested revisions to public use programs 
2163' General comment about t ra i l  and facility configuration 
2165* Com.ment suggesting north-south t ra i l  on east side of Refuge 
2166 Comment suggesting north-south t r a i l  along west access road 
2167* Comment suggesting north trail connection to City of 

Boulder/Boulder County trails 

2168* Other suggested revisions to trail and facility configuration 
2169 Comment supporting equestrian access and facilities 
2170 Comment supporting regional trail connectivity 
2171 * Comment that visitors should be required to sign 

informed consent statement 
2172' Comment opposed to use as a playgroundlplay area for children 
2173 General comment about Visitor Center 
2174 Comment supporting Visitor Center a t  Refuge 
2175* Comment opposing equestrian access to Refuge 
2176' Comment opposed to off-trail use 

Education and Interpretation Objectives 
2201 General comment about education and interpretation programs 
2202* Specific comment about education and interpretation programs 
2203 Comment supporting proposed education and interpretation programs 
2204* Comment opposing proposed education and interpretation programs 
2205* Comment supporting signs or other means of conveying 

2206* Suggested revisions to education and interpretation programs 

2207* Comment suggestinglsupporting expanded education programs 

history of Rocky Flats 

Habitat Management Objectives 
221 1 General comment about habitat management 

2 <1% 
68 22% 
16 5% 
18 6% 
4 1% 
3 <1% 
1 <1% 

7 2% 
11 4% 
10 3% 
3 <1% 

2 <l% 
1 <1% 
8 3% 
5 2% 
2 <1% 

1 
1 
3 
1 
13 

1 

5 

5 

<1% 
<1% 
<1% 
<1% 
4% 

<1 

2 

2% 
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Responses to Individual Comments 

2212. Specific comment about habitat management 
221 3* Comment about habitat restoration 
2214' Comment opposing the use of prescribed f i re 
2215 Comment supporting the use of prescribed f i re 
2216* Comment opposing the use of managed grazing 
221 7 Comment supporting the use of managed grazing 
2218 Comment about weed management 
2221 * Comment advocating for minimal habitat fragmentation 
2226 Comment supporting revegetation of unused roads 

2230 WildlifeTT&E Species Objectives 
2231 Comment about wildlife management 
2232' Specific comment about wildlife or T&E management 
2233, Comment about Preble's habitat management 
2235 . Comment about prairie dog management 
2236: ,:Comment.questioning the need to restrict prairie dog expansion 

L . ,  I 

I , . . :, .. L ,+ ,  ).  i . . . .. . I  . I .. .. , . I  . . 223l:.,C,omment supporting prairie dog relocation from off site, : " *':., 

. . .  , . ,  > 

8 " , .  . . . . .  . .  . .  '. 7 . !  

( i :  

2250 

2260 

2280 

2290 

2300 

2238* .Comment opposing prairie dog relocation from off site 
2239* Comment that all living things, including wildlife, 

should be excluded from site 
2240 General comment about species reintroduction 
2242 Question the need for culling 

Safety Objectives 
2251 
2254' Concern about safety signage 

General comment about safety objectives 

Communication, Partnerships, and Research Objectives 
2261 General comment about communication, partnerships, and research 
2263* Comment suggesting a shared-use facility with Cold War Museum 
2264 Comment supporting coordination with local jurisdictions/agencies 
2265 Comment supporting ongoing research on Refuge 
2266 Comment about partnerships 

Cultural Resource Objectives 
2282* Specific comment about cultural resource objectives 
2284 Comment supporting removal of Lindsay Ranch structures 
2285* Comment opposing removal of Lindsay Ranch structures 
2286* Comment requesting Native American reburial access 

Fencing 
2291 * General comment about fencing 
2293 Comment in support of proposed barbed wire boundary fence 
2294* Comment proposing security fence a t  Refuge boundary 

(See also Form Letters) 

Staffing and Budgets 
2301 General comment about staffing and budgets 
2302' Specific comment about staffing and budgets 
2310 Comment supports proposed staffing and budget 
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4 
18 
11 
11 
5 
6 
16 
2 
5 

8 
4 
1 
6 
2 

, ~6 

2 
6 

2 
2 

1 
2 

1 
6 
6 
1 
1 

3 
2 
2 
1 

1 

1 

19 

1 

2 

1 

1% 
6% 
4% 
4% 
W O  

2% 

5% 
<1% 

2% 

<1% 

<1% 

<1% 

2% 

2% 

<1% 

<1% 

<1% 
<1% 
<1% 
<1% 

<1% 
<1% 
6% 

<1% 
<1% 
<1% 
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2320* Comment that proposed staffing and budget are insufficient 

2400 Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 
2402' Specific comment about reasonably foreseeable activities 
2410* Comment about adjacent urban development 
2431 * General comment about mineral rights and mining 
2432* Comment about the recognition of private rights to minerals 
2433* Comment supporting federal acquisition of private mineral rights 
2434* Comment about reclamation of mined lands 
2435* Comment about private utility, ditch, and pond access 
2443 Comment about other open space and trails 
2444* Comment about regional open space conservation 
2450 General comment about Cold War Museum 
2451 * Comment suggesting the protection of wildlife corridors 

. ,  

1 ' .3WO .Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences , .  
::. , 

, ' .  .. , , . . . i  . . 3050, 
. . . . . .  . 

. I ,  . .. . 

3100 

3200 

3300 

6 2% 

6 2% 

6 2% 
1 <1% 

2 <1% 

3 <l% 
1 <1% 

3 <1% 

6 2% 

8 3% 
2 <1% 

4 1% 

. .  
, I  . , 
: . ! 

.. . . . I  . , . ,  I. . . . . a  . ,  . 
1;. .<lp(,. . ' 

3053 Relevant comment about residual soil contamination levels 3 .  . < I %  ! .-, 

3054* :Concern that recreational activities could re-syspend residual ~ , 9 . , 3 '  . . 

3055* Concern that prescribed fire could re-suspend residual soil 

3060' Concern about the effect of prairie dogs or other burrowing . 12 4% 

. ,  
, . .  I .  

Soils.; . .. 
3052' Specific comment about soils .. 

soil contamination 

contamination 

animals on contaminated soils 

1 <1% 

Water Resources 
3102* Specific comment about water resources 
3110* Concern about surface water quality 

Vegetation Communities 
3201 
3202' Specific comment about impacts to vegetation communities 
3240* Concern about weed management 
3260' Concern about impacts of public usdfacilities on vegetation 
3261 * Concerned that trails will excessively impact riparian habitat 
3262* Concern about the impacts of off-trail use 
3263* Concern about habitat fragmentation due t o  trails 

General comment about vegetation communities 

Wildlife 
3302' Specific comment about wildlife 
3303* Comment about the effects of  residual soil contamination on wildlife 
3304* Comment about the analysis of deer tissue 
331 1 Concern about impacts to mule deer 
3312* Concern about impacts to raptors 
3330* Concern about impact of trails and facilities on wildlife 
3340 Concern about cumulative impacts on wildlife 
3341 Comment about deer tissue analysis 

1 <1% 

2 <1% 

2 <1% 

4 1% 

3 <1% 

3 <1% 

1 <1% 

2 <1% 

1 <l% 

3 < 1 %  
3 c1 

1 <1% 

1 c1% 

1 <1% 

6 2% 

, 1  <1% 

1 <1% 

. .  . .  . 
. . . e  . . . .  

. .  
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Responses to Individual Comments 

3500 Cultural Resources 

3600 Recreation and Trails 
3501 

3610. Concern about public use risk from prairie dog diseases 

General concern about cultural resources 

4000 Draft Compatibility Determinations 
4000 Compatibility Determinations 

4002* Specific comment about compatibility determinations 
4010* General comment about hunting CD 
4011 Believes that hunting is not compatible a t  the Refuge 

5000 Issues outside of Scope of EIS 
501 0 
5020 
5030 
503 1 
5040 

' 5050 
'5051 

. I . . .  , , ,  

.:. ( .  . . .  
. .  

. .  
. .  ' !  

. .  . . . . .  

5060 
5061 

5062 

5070 
5080 
5090 

Memorandum of Understanding 
DOE Retained Area 
Site Characterization (See also Form Letters) 
Comment about the uptake of contamination by 'plants 
Cleanup StandardslRisk Assessment (See also Form Letters) . ' 

General Cleanup, (Seealso Form Letters) 
Comment that the entire site should be fenced off and paved over 
or capped 
Long-term Monitoring and Stewardship 
Comment supporting additional research on effects of 
contamination on wildlife and plants (See also Form Letters) 
Comment favoring ongoing research on cleanup technologies 
(See also Form Letters) 

Potential Health Effects (See also Form Letters) 
Cleanup principles/approach (See also Form Letters) 
Contamination History 

1 ,  . !  ' 

. .  

6000 Comments about process 
6000 CCPIEIS process 

6011 General comment about CCPlElS process 
6012* Specific comment about CCPlElS process 
6020* Comment about NEPA process 
6030 Comment about agency consultation and coordination 
6040 Comment about public process 
6302* Specific comment about CCPlElS 
6303* Comment that the Service appears to  have already made its decision 
6304* Suggested changes t o  maps 

6100 Scoping Process 
6110 Comment on the  format of public scoping meetings 

6300 Draft CCPIEIS 
6301 Comment about Draft CCPlEIS document 
6303 Comment that the CCPlElS appears to be pre-decisional 
6310 Comment about public hearings on Draft CCPlEIS 
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42 

71 

1 

60 

' 90 

. 5  

19 

12 

3 

31 

30 

55 

<1% 

<1% 

<1% 
<1% 

<1% 

<1% 

14% 

23% 

<l% 

19% '. 
29%. 

2% ' 

. .  

6% 

4% 

<1% 

10% 

10% 

18% 

3 <1% 

2 <1 

7 2% 

1 <1% 

11 4% 

5 2% 
10 3% 
2 <1% 

3 <1% 

8 3% 
10 3% 
3 <1% 
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1000 - PURPOSE AND NEED 
Some of the comments addressed issues about the general purpose of National Wildlife Refuges, 
the designation of this particular Refuge, and Service policies governing Refuge management. 
None of these comments were deemed substantive because they did not specifically address the 
Draft  CCP/E IS  and dealt with issues that are outside of  the scope of this CCP/E IS. Other 
comments about the vision and goals for the Refuge were noted, but are not responded to because 
they supported rather than questioned the vision and goals for the Refuge. 

2000 - ALTERNATIVES 

COMMENT 2002: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT ALTERNATIVES 
2002a: Only Alternatives A and C will enable the preservation of the rare and imperiled species 
and biological communities that have made the land worthy of Wildlife Refuge status. 
ResponseZUUZa: The Service believes that Alternatives B and D also would facilitate the 

. .  

. I ! :  

. ,. ,protection of rare and imperiled species. Public use facilities were designed to avoid and,. . . ,.' 
! . minimize impacts.to sensitive habitat areas. Due to a lack o f  pro-active management capacity,: . '... : ' 1 .  .I:  ' ' _  I ' 

. .  . . .  

i I . . ,  1 , I  .~ I f 
. . ? '  . .. . ! , . the S.ervice believes that Alternative A provides the. least protection t o  sensitive,biological -, .. .. , 

communities on the Refuge. . .. , . ,  , I . . .  ,. , . . h  

. '. ' ' 20026: Please come up with a 5'h alternative that reflects no public access. .. .. . 
.'-. 'Response 20026: As described in Section 2.9 - Alternative Considered But Eliminated, a:: ; 

"custodial management" alternative, with no access by the public, was considered during the 
, . planning process, but was eliminated. Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, would not 
.' change the existing public uses, which is public access by pre-arranged, guided tours only. 

2002~: Use the less pre-disturbed land as a complete wildlife refuge with no public access, while 
you use about 5% of the land for educational purposes, and a ranger station. 
ResponseZUUZc: All of the public use facilities would have minimal environmental impacts, and 
existing roads and disturbed areas would be used to the greatest extent possible. Public use 
facilities in Alternative B would encompass less than 1% of the total Refuge area. 

2150 - PUBLIC USE OBJECTIVES 

COMMENT 2152: SPECIFIC PUBLIC USE COMMENT 
2752a: Voice control access for dogs would be nice, or off-leash dog areas. 
Response 2752a: Dogs would not be permitted on the Refuge in any alternative. 
27526: Dogs should be on leash. 
Response 27526: Dogs would not be permitted on the Refuge in any alternative. 
2752~:  Considering the extent of groundwater contamination at the Flats, fishing is probably 
not a wise idea. 
Response 2752~: DOE would retain most of the ponds at Rocky Flats for long-term monitoring. 
The Lindsay Ponds on Rock Creek are not contaminated, and would be managed for native fish 
restoration. Recreational fishing would not be permitted anywhere on the Refuge. 
2752d: Since the biodiversity of the site is very sensitive to disturbance, public uses are not 
compatible with the mission of the National Wildlife System Administration Act, and should be 
denied. 
Response 2752d: Proposed public use facilities have minimal environmental impacts on 
biological resources, while proposed restoration efforts would enhance those resources. The 
Service believes that the proposed public uses are compatible with the Refuge purposes and the 
mission of  the NWRS. 
2752e: 1 would like to see some restrictions on the mileage and usage of the proposed trails. 
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Responses to Individual Comments 

Response 2752e: Trails in the Rock Creek area would be restricted to seasonal use, in order to 
protect environmental resources. The trai l  density in Alternative B would be less than many of 
the other open space areas in the region (Table 14). 
2752fi If there are no studies or other evidence (other than guesswork) indicating the need for 
culling, the FWS should let the mountain lions, coyotes, and the occasional bobcat do theirjobs 
and keep the (deer) population in check. 
Response 2752t Culling by CDOW or Service staff would not be used unless deemed 
necessary to control populations and protect habitat. A limited hunting program is proposed in 
Alternative B, which would provide a compatible wildlife dependent recreational activity and 
would also be a population management tool. Public hunting would be managed so population 
levels would not be adversely affected, and would be used as a population management tool 
before culling is considered. 
2752g: Equestrian use - a twice a month clean up is the contingency - via what means? 
Response 2752g: The Draft  Compatibility Determination for A1ternative.B stipulates that 

, equestrian use would be contingent o,n volunteer service agreements with equestrian user 
.: groups to remove horse,manure. Specjfic methods,would,bg subject to!utur;e planning. ' . , . .  

8 ._:\ . . i  . .  
. , . : .'. ' ,  . 2752h;. N o  horses ... Horses damage.the ecosystems by increasing.erosion and.they,cause:the : . ' ;:;! 

: . . . ., ., . . .  . . .  .' , .  . I :  , b ,  

, * .  , 

,., ::.. j d i  . . .  spread of weeds through their scat. : i , I.! *. 

.. . ... . I  Response 2752%: While there is disagreement in the scientific and recreation communities * '  ' I  ' . 

Service has taken these issues into careful consideration. I n,Alternative B, equestrian use 
would be limited to a portion of the trails wi th a stipulation that manure is picked up by user 
groups. The Service believes that, with these restrictions, limited equestrian use would not 

27521'; You shouldn't allow hunting if the population is getting too low. 
Response 2752i: The proposed hunting programs would be limited, and would not be allowed 
to  adversely affect population levels. 
2153: I note no opportunities for waterfowl hunting in the documents, but short and tall grass 
prairie environments are great opportunities for a planted bird scenario for upland game. 
Response2752j: Most of the ponds at Rocky Flats will be retained by the DOE for long-term 
monitoring, and are not suitable for waterfowl hunting. There is not an upland bird population 
at this time that is suitable for hunting, and the Service is not proposing to establish one for the 
purposes of providing hunting. Hunting opportunities that are proposed for the Refuge would 
be highly managed for the purposes of maintaining target deer and elk populations and the 
provision of wildlife dependent recreation. 
2752k: The document forbids the presence of dogs in all alternatives. That is unfortunate as 
trained hunting dogs would be likely more under control. 
Response 2752k: The Service does not believe that dogs would be compatible with the Refuge, 
as they may pose unnecessary environmental impacts and would not be needed for the 
proposed hunting program. 
2752/: I suggest that the buildings (at the west entrance) could be used as an officelvisitor 
center and could eventually be provided with more municipal type utilities. 
Response 2752/: The buildings at the west entrance are privately owned, and are currently 
leased by DOE. The Service has expressed an interest in co-locating Refuge offices and/or 
visitor facilities with the proposed Cold War Museum, if such a museum is established within 
close proximity to the Refuge entrance. 
2752m: I cannot find any statement regarding closures of, or restricted use of the off-trail area 
during nesting season. 
Response 2752m: Objective 2.2 - Public Access stipulates that off-trail use would be 
prohibited, except between October and April. 

. . .  about the extent that equestrian use is responsible for erosion and the spread of weeds, the : 7  . 
. 

' 

result in significant erosion or weed dispersal. ... , 
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2752n: Plan B will allow many visitors. How will water be provided? 
Response 2752n: Potable water for Refuge operations and visitors would be imported to the 
Refuge by truck, and stored in an on-site cistern. 
27520: We'd like to see you allow equestrians on the main trail that goes along the northeast 
corridor. 
Response 27520: The Service has received mixed support for  equestrian access and has 
concerns about the potential ecological impacts related to  additional weed sources, increased 
trail erosion, and user conflicts. For  these reasons, the Service's limitation of equestrian access 
in Alternative B is intended to provide a separation of uses and to be conservative with regards 
to ecological impacts. 

COMMENT 2153: SPECIFIC COMMENT: "KEEP ROCKY FLATS CLOSED" 
(Specific language from Form Letter A ,  or individual comments using the text of Form Letter A.) 

2 .  

Response 2753: This comment was made in the context of site cleanup issues that predicate 
Refuge management and is out of scope 
,public access or use of the Refuge,. the r 

". COMMENT 2154: COMMENT OPPOSED .TO 

lear that the comment opposes 
ressed by comment 

. .  
. . .  

, .. t. , :, 

. . .  . . . . .  ' 1. i . I .. .; ' 
. .  

. /  

1. i . ,  , . 

, . . . .  \ . . .  * . . .  . .  , ... < ... 
(Commentgenerally made in r$erence to contamination issues,' ihough some commentors were concerned'about 

. .  , .' 
. .  -the impacts ofpublic use on wildlife and habitat quality.)" ", . ' , .  . 

I .  ! ,  > ' .  . : ,  . .  
Response 2754: The draft CCP includes four alte 
existing minimal guided public access (Alternative A) to extensive open public use opportunities 
(Alternative D). The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act outlines six priority 
public uses to be considered on refuges if they are determined to be compatible. Several of 
these uses, including hunting, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental 
education and interpretation are proposed in the draft CCP. As described in the Final 
Compatibility Determinations in the F E l S  for Alternative B, hiking and access by bicycles or 
horses is considered to be a means of access by which visitors can engage in the priority public 
uses. 
The environmental consequences of public access to the Refuge are anticipated to be minor to 
moderate, with the exception of some trail configurations in Alternative D, which may have 
major localized impacts to some wildlife species. The Service believes that the low level of 
anticipated impacts from public use facilities in Alternative B, the proposed action, would be an 
acceptable consequence of providing priority public uses. 
In regards to concerns about residual contamination, the implementation of any alternative is 
predicated by the completion and certification by the EPA and CDPHE that the cleanup is 
sufficient to ensure the safety of any proposed public uses on the Refuge. An  expanded 
discussion of issues related to cleanup and residual soil contamination is included in Section 1.8. 

tives ranging from maintaining the 

COMMENT 2156: COMMENT SUGGESTING LONGER TIME FRAME FOR PUBLIC USE 
(Comment generally made in reference to contamination issues, or concerns about the impacts ofpublic use on 
wildlfe and habitat quality.) 

Response 2756: The Service believes that 5 years would be a reasonable time frame to expand 
proposed public access beyond the Lindsay Ranch trail in Alternative B. Delaying extensive 
public use for 5 years would allow for initiation of restoration of roads and disturbed areas, 
continued noxious weed control, and continued monitoring of the effects of public use on 
vegetation and wildlife. DOE also would complete it's f irst 5-year review of post-cleanup 
monitoring with the EPA and the CDPHE. The Service would take an adaptive approach to 
facility development and access, and would extend the timeframe for Refuge-wide facility 
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development if new information suggests that it would be prudent to do so. Specific concerns 
about contamination issues are addressed in Section 1.8 of the FE IS. 

COMMENT 2157: COMMENT SUGGESTING SHORTER TIME FRAME FOR PUBLIC USE 
Response 2757: The Service appreciates the interest from some members of the public to both 
access the Refuge itself and use enhanced regional trail connections across the Refuge. 
However, the Service is also obligated to address ecological concerns related to  noxious weeds 
and the revegetation of unused roads on the Refuge. By focusing staffing and budgetary 
resources on habitat restoration in the first 5 years, the Service would be able to reduce the 
severity of noxious weed infestations, and initiate road restoration before public trail use would 
introduce a new disturbance onto the landscape. 

COMMENT 21 58: COMMENT OPPOSING HUNTING PROGRAM 
(Commentors were generally opposed to hunting in general, public hunting on the Rejiuge as a management tool, 

" .Response 2758:. Th,e National Wildlife,Refuge System Improvement Act es;tablished:hunting.as i .  . 

. :.;: # > a  priority public use if it is compatible'with the Refuge purposes. The Service believes'that.ai _:' ; . . 
.. , c: .-.. Ijmited, highly.managed hunting program would be a form of wildlife dependent.recr,eati 

. . .  . , the Refuge, and would complement other, tools for managing ungulate populations,. if.nec 
As described in the Final Compatibility Determinations i,n the F E l S  for Alternative B,T 

€/k hanagement, and Objective 2.10 - Hunting Program have been revised to  better correlate '. ' 
the establishment of target populations with the hunting program. In addition, in the interest 

. r  
' .  . .  or had con.cerns about the safe& of huntingat Rocky Flats.) . .. 

, (  . . . I .  

.' 

,.: 
, .  . . . ,  , . . . .  . . .  .~ : . /  ,, , 

, 

, 

_ .  
..proposed hunting program is compatible with the Refuge purposes. Objective 1.6 - Dee/: and 1 :, : .': ;:a' . 

1 
, ' . <  , , of safety, the. Service has made modifications to the type of weapons that would be allowed. ' 1  

COMMENT 2160: COMMENT PROPOSING MODEL GLIDER USE ON REFUGE 
Response2760: The Service does not believe that model glider use would be compatible with 
the purposes of the Refuge or the NWRS. Consequently, model glider use was not 
incorporated into any of the alternatives. 

COMMENT 2162: SUGGESTED REVISIONS TO PUBLIC USE PROGRAMS 
2762a: [Prefer that] visitors will remain under the supervision of Refuge staff so no one harms 
animals. I 

Response 2762a: The Service is confident that visitors engaging in unsupervised, wildlife- 
dependent recreation on the Refuge would not adversely impact individual animals or wildlife 
populations. Wildlife harassment is against Service policies and would be addressed 
appropriately. 

COMMENT 21 63: GENERAL COMMENT ABOUT TRAIL AND FACILITY CONFIGURATION 
(Generally concerned about environmentally sensitive trail design, and the overall magnitude of trails.) 

Response 2763: In all alternatives, the Service designed a trail system that would avoid 
sensitive habitat and minimize impacts to the environment. Existing roads would be used for 
trails to the greatest extent possible, and trails through sensitive habitat areas would subject to 
seasonal closures. The trail density in Alternative B would be less than many of the other open 
space areas in the region (Table 14). 

I 

' 

COMMENT 2165: COMMENT SUGGESTING NORTH-SOUTH TRAIL ON EAST SIDE OF REFUGE 
(Such a proposed trail exists in Alternative D, but not in Alternative B.) 

Response 2765: The Service considered the addition of a north-south trail along the east side of 
the Refuge, and has elected to not add such a trail to Alternative B. For several reasons, the 
proposed action does not include such a trail. These reasons include uncertainties surrounding 
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the potential transfer of land along Indiana Street for regional transportation improvements, 
the desired level of trail facilities that would be consistent with the Service's goal of balancing 
habitat protection and public use, and public perceptions and concerns about contamination 
issues. 
The Service will continue to work with adjacentjurisdictions to encourage the establishment of 
trails that compliment the Refuge trails system in Alternative B. In addition, the Service will 
consult with CDOT and other agencies to incorporate trail connections into any future 
transportation improvements, and to mitigate the effects of those improvements on the Refuge. 

COMMENT 2166: COMMENT SUGGESTING NORTH-SOUTH TRAIL ALONG WEST ACCESS ROAD 
(Comment proposes a separated trail, about 34 miles long, to ensure the safety of trail users by separating them 

from motorists.) 

Response 2766: The Service has added to Alternative B and D a north-south trail adjacent to 
the access road between the south multi-use trail and the visitor contact station. 

2167: COMMENT SU,GGESTING NORTH TRAIL CONNECTION TO .CITY OF 

2767: The Draf t  CCP/EI S.acknowiedges that.there is no propose 

R/BOULDER COUNTY T R A ~ ~ S ' : . ~  .:: ' ,. , . . 

n trails in the Rock Creek portion of the Refuge, and the.existing an 
th of the Refuge along Highway 128. The rationale for not completi 

he,Rock'Creek drainage is the most ecologically sensitive portio 
only support seasonal, hiking-only trails. A multi-use through 

hamper'the Service's ability to manage access and seasonal closures. In addition, a trail;: 
connection to  the north would need to ascend steep slopes below Highway 128, and would 
compromise the Service's ability to manage trail access and use in the sensitive Rock Creek 
drainage. Other constraints to a trail connection in this area includes the potential for 
expanded mining operations, and safety issues related to the adjacent National Wind 
Technology Center. 

COMMENT 2168: OTHER SUGGESTED REVISIONS TO TRAIL AND FACILITY CONFIGURATION 
2768a: I would suggest that an ADA mounting ramp be included with trailhead parking plans. 
Response 2768a: The Service has added a handicap-accessible mounting ramp to the proposed 
facilities a t  the visitor contact station in Alternatives B and D. 
27686: Include equestrian use for both north and south area trails. 
Response27686: The Service's limitation of equestrian access in Alternative B is intended to 
provide a separation of uses, and to take a conservative approach to the potential ecological 
impacts of equestrian use. 
2768~: Historically, it would be very fine to have at least part of one of the trails utilize 
segments of the (historical railroad grade). . . a good segment candidate is in the minor 
drainageway northwest of Lindsay Pond #2. 
Response 2768~: The historical railroad grade was considered during the trail planning 
process, but it was determined that grade does not run in an orientation where trail access is 
needed or desired. 
2768d: My concern is the implication that horses or their riders are in some way more 
damaging o r  disturbing to the wildlife environment or other uses than bicyclists or pedestrians 
are. 
Response 2768d: There is considerable disagreement in the scientific and recreational 
communities about the extent that recreationists in general and equestrians in particular 
impact the environment. Given that uncertainty, the Service believes that it is reasonable to 
discuss the potential effects that may result from equestrian or other uses, and does not intend 
to imply that equestrian use is always more damaging than other uses. 
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2768e: We recommend moving the northern most trail head west along Highway 128 on mile to 
where the Coalton Trail comes down to 128. 
Response 2768e: The north trailhead was not located across from the Coalton Trai l  because the 
adjacent slopes are too steep for  an ecologically sensitive trail connection onto the Refuge, any 
such trail would be subject to seasonal closures within the sensitive Rock Creek drainage, and 
the Service does not believe that it would be able to effectively enforce the seasonal and modal 
trail closures that would be necessary to protect those sensitive resources. 
2768f You should plan for a restroom at each parking lot. 
Response2768f: In Alternative B, restroom facilities would be provided at the main parking lot 
and visitor contact station. Outlying parking areas would not have restroom facilities. 

COMMENT 2171: COMMENT THAT VISITORS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO SIGN A N  INFORMED 
CONSENT STATEMENT 

, (Comment made in the context of issues related to residual contamination.) . .  

,. . Response 2777: The CCPlE IS is written underthe premise that the 1and:to become the Refuge 
, , . .  

, , . ,  
' . , . I ,  ^ .  

' '  ' . would b,e safe for the Refuge worker and visitor. efuge will not'be established until.the . ' . 5 '  

. -  . .  1 discussion'of cleanup issues and residual,soil'corifamination .. in Sections 1.8 and 3.2. As . .  shown, . I '  in' ' ',;. ~. ' ' 

. .  . .  
I. , 2 . ! 5 .  , I . ' ,. , 

. , . . I < . <  EPA certifies that the cleanup is complete I .<: and ~. is .. <;;; heFElSincludesanexpanded '. . . . :.. - ,  
, .  

., , . ". 
Figure 4, soil contamination 1evels.in the . . areas . . . . that , . . are - likely to become the Refuge are 

Service would not require visitors to sign an info 
would convey the history of the site. 

.. .' currently low enough; prior to cleanup, to not'req any response actions. Therefore, the 
consent statement. Informational signs ... 

COMMENT 2172: COMMENT OPPOSED TO USE AS A PLAYGROUND/PLAY AREA FOR CHILDREN 
(Comment made in the context to concerns about contamination issues.) 

Response 2772: None of the CCP alternatives include playground facilities. Alternative D 
includes an outdoor classroom, consisting of a primitive shelter over a hard surface, which 
would be used for interpretive and education programs for both children and adults. 
Alternative B, the Service's proposed action, would not include any programs for students 
below the high school level. It is acknowledged that this comment may have been made as a 
metaphor for any recreational use of the Refuge, which is addressed by comment 2154. 

COMMENT 21 75: COMMENT OPPOSING EQUESTRIAN ACCESS TO REFUGE 
(General& opposed to equestrian use on a philosophical basis or because ofpotential environmental impacts.) 

Response 2775: While there is common speculation that horses can contribute significantly to 
the spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that there is disagreement with the scientific 
and recreation communities on that issue. Many people expressed a desire to include 
equestrian access as a means to engage in compatible wildlife-dependent recreation on the 
Refuge and regional connectivity to other trail systems. The Service believes that it has taken 
a conservative approach in allowing equestrian access under the conditions outlined in the 
Compatibility Determination (Appendix B). 

COMMENT 2176: COMMENT OPPOSED TO OFF-TRAIL USE 
Response 2776: Off-trail use would be limited to pedestrian access only, on a seasonal basis, to 
avoid disturbance to ground-nesting birds and other wildlife species. The Service believes that 
the off-trail use area in the southern portion of the Refuge would provide a reasonable 
opportunity for amateur naturalists, wildlife photographers, and others to access their subjects 
and would not result in significant impacts to wildlife or their habitat. 
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2200 - EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION OBJECTIVES 

COMMENT 2202: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION PROGRAMS 
22U.a: I s  there already one, and is the interpretation and environmental education facility 
shown on the Alternative D map? 
Response 2202a:The proposed environmental education facility is shown on the Alternative D 
map as an "Outdoor Education Center" adjacent to the Rock Creek overlook. It would be a 
new facility. 

COMMENT 2204: COMMENT OPPOSING PROPOSED EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION 
PROGRAMS 
(Comment made in reference to contamination concerns.) 

Response2204: The EPA and CDPH.E indicated that all of the proposed Refuge management 

cussion of issues related to cleanup and 
activities, including education and interpretation, will be safe for the Refuge worker and , .  

j ,  

. .  
. I  ' ,  

. .  

. .  L 

: . . , '  COMMENT'220$;'; MEANS OF CONVEYING.HISTORY.OF . "i 
, . . .  <. .. . . .  , . .. I ? )  . .  I . ., . , 

. .  . '  d .  I .  
. .  , . . .  . 

. .  , i .  . .  . ' . L . _ _  . , 
. I *  / I . %  . . , . . ~ -  

rente to contamination concehs, as well as the general history of the site>, 

ice acknowledges that, as a former nuclear weapons production 

-': 
. .  .. , . 

. .  
. .  

facility, Rocky Flats has a rich and often controversial history."This controversy has extended 
to the nature and exte'nt of-cleanup efforts that will'precede the establishment of the Refuge. 
The Service believes that is important to convey the history of the site as both an interpretive 
and as a safety tool. 

COMMENT 2206: SUGGESTED REVISIONS TO EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION PROGRAMS 
2206a: Education facility should be open to student groups of all ages. 
Response 2206a: As described in Objective 2.8 - Environmental Education Planning, the 
Service determined that there is less of a need for elementary and middle school environmental 
programs while there is a greater need for natural resource study sites for high school and 
college level research. The Service would continue to provide programs for younger students at 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR. 

COMMENT 2207: COMMENT SUGGESTING/SUPPORTING EXPANDED EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
(Comments that support education programs for younger students in Alternative 0, and suggest that the 
programs in Alternative B should be expanded as such.) 

Response 2207: As described. in Objective 2.8 - Environmental Education Planning, the 
Service determined that there is less of a need for elementary and middle school environmental 
programs while there is a greater need for natural resource study sites for high school and 
college level research. The Service would continue to provide programs for younger students at 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR. 

2210 - HABITAT MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

COMMENT 2212: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT HABITAT MANAGEMENT 
2272a: USFWS has not provided the public with a substantive definition of "pre-settlement" 
(conditions). 
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Response 2212a: The term "pre-settlement" condition is intended to imply a condition before 
livestock grazing and modern use and disturbance of the site. The FE I S has been clarified and 
a definition has been added to the glossary. 
2272b: Monitoring "every few years" seems far too insufficient t o  maintain and oversee plant 
and animal communities. 
Response 22126: Service biologists would have an ongoing management presence at the 
Refuge and would be constantly "informally" monitoring ecological conditions. Some resources 
would require a scheduled monitoring program, but the Service believes that it is premature to 
commit to a scheduled monitoring program. The Service would conduct some monitoring as 
part of refuge operations, but on most refuges, wildlife are not always monitored. 
2272~: The use of toxic herbicides seems dangerous to the Rocky Flats environment. 
Response 2272~: Due to the extent of  noxious weed infestations at Rocky Flats and the effect 
that weeds have on native ecosystems, the Service believes that it would be important to retain 
a full suite of pest management tools, including chemical herbicides. Chemical herbicides are 
commonly used to control noxious weeds; and if they are applied properly, the benefits of weed 

_ I  . I !  
. I  

reduction would outweigh the effects of herb'i .application on native plants and animals.' : ' ,:; !' .' -..;'~,, 
. I .  . .  . .  .. ,., . .  . ~ . 1. .7, 5;  .', .. . , . .. . . ,  ;: . .  
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, 1. , . ~  . ., . . .. . . ... . 1 ,'.. , ' 
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, Response2213 Comme'ntnoted. Due to issues related to noxious weed infestation, existing . 

disturbances, and road revegetation, habitat restoration would be an important component,of 
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: ,  

all alternatives. 

COMMENT 2214: COMMENT OPPOSING THE USE OF PRESCRIBED FIRE . 
(Generally due to concerns about residual soil contamination.) 

Response 2274: Prescribed fire would be one component of a comprehensive vegetation 
management strategy that may be used, in concert with other techniques, to restore native 
grasslands, reduce the risk for unplanned wildfire, and where appropriate, reduce weed 
infestations. Both the EPA and CDPHE have indicated that the use of prescribed fire outside 
of the DOE retained area would not pose a significant risk to firefighters, Service personnel, or 
the general public (Appendix D). The Service does not propose using prescribed fire on the 
eastern portion of the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north and Woman Creek to the 
south (Figure 8). In accordance with Service policy, any unplanned wildfires would be 
aggressively extinguished. 

COMMENT 2216: COMMENT OPPOSING THE USE OF MANAGED GRAZING 
(Comments generally opposed to the principle of grazing on the Refuge.) 

Response 2216: The use of grazing by cattle or sheep would be used as a management tool for 
weed management and/or ecological restoration. Grazing would be managed to minimize 
adverse ecological impacts. 

COMMENT 2221: COMMENT ADVOCATING FOR MINIMAL HABITAT FRAGMENTATION 
Response 2227: Habitat fragmentation is recognized by many biologists to be one of the 
primary threats to habitat quality and biological diversity. However, the effects of 
fragmentation depends on the species. An  insect or small mammal could be impacted by 
fragmentation from a road or a trail, while deer and other species may not. Under present 
conditions, Rocky Flats is a highly fragmented landscape with over 70 miles of roads traversing 
the site. For this reason, it is the goal of the Service to reduce habitat fragmentation by 
removing and revegetating unnecessary roads throughout the Refuge, and by reducing the 
width of road impacts where roads are to be converted to a trail. Using average habitat patch 
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size as an indicator of fragmentation, fragmentation in all alternatives would be less than 
existing conditions (Table 11). 
Another factor influencing the effects of fragmentation is the location and use of proposed 
trails. During the planning process, the Service sought to locate trails along existing roads to  
the greatest extent possible, and in locations where trail use would not fragment sensitive 
habitat. The trail density in Alternative B would be less than many of the other open space 
areas in the region (Table 14). While the Service acknowledges that Alternative C would 
minimize habitat fragmentation, Alternative B, the proposed action, would reduce habitat 
fragmentation on the Refuge while allowing fo r  a moderate level of wildlife dependent public 
use. 

2230 - WILDLIFWHREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OBJECTIVES 

COMMENT 2232: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT WILDLIFE OR THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 
. , .  ... I . .  SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

2232a: I f  the (deer) population must' be controlled, .usetechniques suc 
off ,or sharpshooters. 
'Response 2232: The Service would retain'a ., . vartety,of:tooIs .. . . for. manag 

I .  I .  . .  population. If the population is to  be reduced, the Service would p ie  
through the proposed limited hunting program,before.staff sharpshooters would be used., ' .  - 

* .  , I .  !. , ., . . 

' . .  
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,. ." . . . ' COMMENT 2236: COMMENT'QUESTIONING THE NEED'TO RESTRICT'PRAIRIE DOG EXPANSION 
Response 2236: In all alternatives, the Service has set thresholds for the maximum area of 
prairie dog expansion that would be allowed on the Refuge.. While 2,460 acres of potential 
prairie dog habitat exist on the Refuge, the Service proposes to l imit prairie dog expansion to 
750 acres in Alternative B, 500 acres in Alternative C, and 1,000 acres in Alternative D. About 
10 acres of prairie dog colonies currently exist at Rocky Flats. While the Service recognizes the 
important role that prairie dogs play in the grassland ecosystem, as well as their status as a 
candidate for listing under the ESA, it is also important to manage prairie dog populations in 
balance with other wildlife species and vegetation communities. A sustainable expansion of 
prairie dog colonies can contribute to the health and diversity of grasslands, but an 
overpopulation of  prairie dogs across the entire Refuge could threaten the viability of other 
native species, as well as the rare xeric tallgrass community in the western portions of the 
Refuge. Alternative B would allow for a large increase over the current population size, which 
the Service believes is sufficient for a sustainable and dynamic prairie dog population. 
Another reason that the Service intends to restrict unlimited expansion of prairie dog colonies 
is due to  concerns related to residual, subsurface contamination. Any subsurface contamination 
would be limited to the portions of the DOE retained area that will not become the Refuge. The 
DOE will be responsible for the protection of the remedy facilities within the portions of the 
DOE retained area where subsurface contamination will remain, which includes preventing 
prairie dogs or other burrowing animals from accessing subsurface contamination. While the 
Service is not responsible for  prairie dogs within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface 
contamination should not be an issue on the Refuge, as a management partner with the DOE it 
is prudent for the Service to maintain a sustainable prairie dog population and to keep those 
populations away from the retained area. 

.' 

COMMENTS 2237 AND 2238: COMMENT SUPPORTlNG/OPPOSlNG PRAIRIE DOG RELOCATION 
FROM OFF SITE 

Response 2237: In Alternative D, the Service would evaluate the suitability of accepting 
unwanted prairie dogs from otherjurisdictions. In the other alternatives, including the 
proposed action, the Service would not accept prairie dogs from off site. As discussed above in 
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the response to comment 2236, the Service proposes to allow natural expansion of existing and 
adjacent prairie dog populations in a manner that is ecologically sustainable. 
The Service would not consider prairie dog relocated from off site to  be a reintroduced species, 
because they are not extirpated from the site. 

COMMENT 2239: COMMENT THAT ALL LIVING THINGS, INCLUDING WILDLIFE, SHOULD BE 
EXCLUDED FROM THE SITE 
(This comment uns made in the context of contamination issues.) 

Response 2239: The Service would not exclude wildlife or other biota from the Refuge. The 
EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed Refuge management activities would 
be safe for the Refuge worker and visitor. The FE IS includes an expanded discussion of issues 
related to cleanup and residual soil contamination in Section 1.8. 
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2260 - COMMUNICATION: PARTNERSHIPS, AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES .. I, 

' .' COMMENT 2263: COMMENT SUGGESTING A SHARED USE FACILITY WITH COLD WAR MUSEUM 
Response 2263: The Service has expressed that it would prefer to co-locate Refuge offices 
andlor visitor facilities with the Cold War Museum, if such a museum is established and it is 
within close proximity to the Refuge entrance. 

2280 - CULTURAL RESOURCE OBJECTIVES 

COMMENT 2282: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT CULTURAL RESOURCE OBJECTIVES 
2282a: (Favor preservation of) rock structure near the Woman Creekllndiana Street 
intersection. 
Response2282a: In all alternatives except for Alternative C, the rock structure would be left 
intact. However, the rock structure is within or adjacent to the right-of-way for transportation 
improvements described in the Refuge Act (see Section 4.16), and could be destroyed by future 
transportation improvements along the Indiana Street corridor. 
2282b: The Antelope Springs Ranch (and stagecoach stop?) should be noted and made 
accessible to the public,just like the Lindsay Ranch area. 
Response2282b: In Alternatives B and D, interpretation of the cultural resources at Antelope 
Springs from the trail would be considered in a step-down interpretive component of a Visitor 
Services Plan. N o  additional facilities are planned to provide physical access to the area. 
2282~: A t  a minimum, a historic marker ... should be placed at  the (historical) railroad fill. 
Response2282c: Interpretation of the historical railroad grade would be considered in a step- 
down interpretive component of a Visitor Services Plan. 

COMMENT 2285: COMMENT OPPOSING REMOVAL OF LINDSAY RANCH STRUCTURES 
Response2285: In Alternative C, the Service would remove all Lindsay Ranch structures to 
restore the site to a pre-settlement condition. In Alternative B, the barn would be stabilized 
while the other structures could be removed. After evaluating the condition of the other 
structures, the Service has concluded that the farm house is deteriorated beyond repair, and 

i 
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that appropriate restoration would significantly detract Refuge resources away from other 
management needs. 
As stated in the rationale for Alternatives A, B, and D under Objective 6.4, the Service would be 
willing to work with partners and consider stabilizing the house if resources could be found 
through partnerships or grants to undertake such a project. Even if the house does not remain, 
the Service believes that the house can be interpreted through a variety of media such as 
interpretive panels. The E IS has been revised to reflect this. The Service is concerned about 
the house becoming an attractive nuisance if it is fenced off, and the type of security fencing 
that would be required to keep visitors away could detract from the visual qualities of the area. 

COMMENT 2286: COMMENT REQUESTING NATIVE AMERICAN REBURIAL ACCESS 
Response 2286: The Refuge is to be managed in accordance with Service policy and the 
purposes expressed in the Refuge Act. Native American reburial is not compatible wi th these 
purposes and will not be pursued under any of the alternatives. 
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COMMENT 2291:;. .GENERAL COMMENT ABOUT FENCING 
. .  

, .. . .. . . . . . . .  (Comment . that cattie&nc@g . .  should be part, ofp.lternativeB.) , .. . .  _ .  ,. .. 
. .  

. ' 
' y  Response 2291: In all alternatives,':the existing barbed-wire boundary fence would remain; . '  . 

COMMENT 2294: COMMENT'PROPOSING SECURITY FENCE AT REFUGE BOUNDARY 1. 

(Comment generally made in the context of contamination concerns and the exclusion of all public andor 
wildlfe 'access.) *' . 

Response 2294: During the planning process, the Service considered the feasibility and 
environmental impacts of installing a 6-foot chain-link security fence around the perimeter of 
the Refuge (see Section 4.1 5-Fencing Considerations). The Service did not recommend a 
security fence for any alternative because of the estimated cost ($4 million), its impacts on 
wildlife movement and habitat conditions, and its visual impacts. 

2300 - STAFFING AND BUDGETS 

COMMENT 2302: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT STAFFING AND BUDGETS 
2302a: Concerned about having hunting at the Refuge two weekends a year for a grand total of 
20 people at  an estimated cost of $250 per person. 
Response 2302a:The Compatibility Determination on Hunting (Appendix B) estimates that the 
hunting program would cost about $5,000 per year to operate. This cost estimate is based on 
the staff time that would be allocated to the program and would not result in additional costs or 
staffing. The estimated cost of the hunting program is less than 1% of the estimated annual 
operations budget for the Refuge. The Service believes that this is a reasonable expense to 
provide a priority public use on the Refuge. 
23026: It seems that a per-use fee would be a logical means by which to help support use of the 
facility. 
Response 23026: While the Service may consider incorporating a fee-based access system in 
the future, such a system will not be pursued during this CCP. 

COMMENT 2320: COMMENT THAT PROPOSED STAFFING AND BUDGET ARE INSUFFICIENT 
(Generally concerned that staflng would not be sufficient for fire monitoring or restorution programs, or luw 
enforcement muld not be able to protect visitors from contaminated areus.) 
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. . .  

Response 2320: The Service believes that the proposed staffing levels would be sufficient to 
implement the proposed Refuge management activities. F i re  management would have it's own 
staff and budget that is separate from the general Refuge budget. The Service does not 
anticipate a constant law enforcement presence on the Refuge. The EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that public access to all portions of the Refuge, not just  the trails, will be safe. 

2400 - REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITIES 

COMMENT 2402: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITIES 
2402a: -For Section 16, you should strongly suggest to the Colorado State School Land Board 
that they do no more gravel pitting, coal mining, or claystone extraction. 
Response 2402a: The Service does not havejurisdiction over the management of adjacent state 
lands. 
2402b: Section 16 (should) become permanently part of the Rocky Flats Refuge. 
Response 2402b: Whiie the disposition of Section 16 or any other lands are outside of the , 

Service's.jurisdiction:!Fhe-Service will work with,local governments in support of regional'. .*.i 3. . :. a .  

I . .  . . , . ,  
,' 

, .. I. , .,. *o,: : . .  conservation opportunities. . , .  . . . . .  . .  
. . 2402c:'When highways'have more reaied tr'affic, yo Id consider having underpasses . .  or : 

. . , . 1 . . . .  . , > .  L , . .  . , . .  .,.. : _ .  
. .  8 .  

better fences.at 93 and Indiana-for wildlife:-., ' .:' 
I .'Response 2402~: The Final CCP/,E IS  includes recommendations, such as wildlife cro 

fencing, that could minimize or mitigate the effects of  transportation improvements 
surroundihg the Refuge (Section 4.16). 
2402d: I understand that sand and dust from'mining is damaging various lands in the wildlife j , 
refuge. I would recommend immediate action.. .to stop this from occurring. 
Response2402d: The Final CCPlElS explains that the Service would work with the mining 
operators and the appropriate regulatory agencies to minimize and mitigate the effects of 
windblown soil deposition on the Refuge. 

a: .. 

COMMENT 2410: COMMENT ABOUT ADJACENT URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
(Wildlfe corridors as more development occurs, and impacts due to development in the south.) 

Response 2470: The F E l S  includes an expanded discussion of urban development that is 
anticipated to occur near the Refuge, including the planned Vauxmont development to the 
south. The potential impacts of this development to the Refuge are included in the cumulative 
impacts discussions in Chapter 4. 

COMMENT 2431: GENERAL COMMENT ABOUT MINERAL RIGHTS AND MINING 
(Concern about impacts of adjacent mining to Refuge.) 

Response 2437: See response to comment 2433. .In addition, the cumulative impact discussions 
in Chapter 4 include a discussion of potential impacts to the Refuge from adjacent mining. 
Groundwater and air quality on the Refuge are protected by stipulations in the mining permits. 
The Service will work with the mining operators and regulatory agencies to minimize the 
impacts of adjacent mining on the Refuge and its resources. 

COMMENT 2432: COMMENT ABOUT THE RECOGNITION OF PRIVATE RIGHTS TO MINERALS 
Response 2432: The Refuge Act (Appendix A) specifies that the establishment of the Refuge 
would not l imit any valid, existing property right at Rocky Flats that are owned by any person 
or entity, including, but not limited t o  mineral rights, water rights or related easements, or 
utility facilities or rights-of-way. The Service acknowledges the existence of these private 
property rights and intends to allow continued reasonable access to those areas. For  example, 
the layout of the proposed Refuge access roads in all alternatives is designed to facilitate future 
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access to  existing easements and other property rights on the Refuge. The Service would 
continue to coordinate wi th outside entities to best facilitate reasonable access to private 
property rights in a manner that minimizes impacts to Refuge resources and/or operations. 
(See response to  comment 2433 for a more specific discussion of mineral rights.) 

COMMENT 2433: COMMENT SUPPORTING FEDERAL ACQUISITION TO PRIVATE MINERAL RIGHTS 
Response 2433: As recognized in the Refuge Act (Appendix A), most of the subsurface mineral 
rights associated with lands along the western edge of Rocky Flats are privately owned. Most 
are permitted for surface mining, and some are being actively mined. These private mineral 
rights are in an area where their full development would adversely affect the rare xeric 
tallgrass community and wildlife movement corridors. These effects are discussed in various 
locations in Chapter 4 under Cumulative Impacts. 
The final disposition of the lands associated with private mineral rights is still under discussion. 
As described in Section 3.8 of the FEIS, it is the Service's position that because of the adverse 
effects thatsurface mining would have on the Refuge, the Service would not be able to manage ' .  , e  

Refuge.,.Ttjerefo're, the'service would not accept those lands into the'Refuge unti l the'mineral . ' . I : * ' . ' ,  '. : , . - ,, . 

. .. . 
. .  a .  , .  

_ I .  . . .. " ' , .  ., the Refuge to meet the requirements of the Refuge Act if those areas.are included in the '. .~,  ' ' ' 

. , . I  . , . . .  \ ' ,  . 'rights are:Tsecured, or those areas have been:fully . , . .  reclaimed following . .  mining'operations: ' : .' ' . (  
. ' 8 .  ' . ' I  , . ' .. '( 7 ' , .. . 

COMMENT 2434: COMMENT ABOUT RECLAMATION OF MINED LANDS , , . , . , . e  . .  .. .. . 1 .  ..T._ 

. , .  , :' ..:I .. ' . . ''. .. I., Response 2434: See response to  comment 2433.' In addition,'reclamation"of:mined lands. is . ' . .. 
' : ' governed by stipulations in the mining permits that are issued by the State of Colorado. 

.. COMMENT 2435: COMMENT ABOUT PRIVATE UTILITY, DITCH, AND POND ACCESS j.. 
' 

! _ .  
Response2435: The Service would allow reasonable access to all private property rights on the 
Refuge. See response to comment 2432 for a more detailed discussion. 

COMMENT 2444: COMMENT ABOUT REGIONAL OPEN SPACE CONSERVATION. 
Response 2444: The Service appreciates that Rocky Flats is surrounded by open space on 
three sides, and that the conservation of Rocky Flats to a National Wildlife Refuge plays a 
pivotal role in tying together the efforts of multiplejurisdictions towards regional open space 
conservation. Recognizing the importance of the Refuge in a larger context, the Service is 
committed to work with neighboringjurisdictions to coordinate natural resource management 
and public use opportunities. This commitment is illustrated throughout the Goals and 
Objectives in Chapter 2. 

COMMENT 2451: COMMENT SUGGESTING THE PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
(Concerns related to nearby transportation improvements.) 

Response2457: The FE IS includes a discussion in Section 4.16 that provides recommendations 
to protect wildlife corridors and other Refuge resources that could be affected by nearby 
transportation improvements. 

3000 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

3050 - SOILS 

COMMENT 3052: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT SOILS 
3052a: (The Service) must be extremely careful when it considers road obliteration and 
revegetation. 
Response 3052a: The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all proposed Refuge activities, 
including road removal and restoration, will be safe for Refuge workers and visitors. Sections 
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1.8 and 3.2 include expanded discussions of issues related to cleanup and residual soil 
contamination. As shown on Figure 4 none of the area that will become the Refuge is 
contaminated to the extent that cleanup will be required. 

COMMENT 3054: CONCERN THAT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES COULD RE-SUSPEND RESIDUAL 
SOIL CONTAMINATION 

Response 3054: The EPA and CDPHE have indicated that all of the proposed Refuge 
activities, including recreational activities, will be safe for both Refuge workers and visitors. 
The contamination levels in the area to become the Refuge are currently low enough (prior to 
cleanup) to not require any response actions. In response to public interest and concern, the 
FE IS includes an expanded discussion of issues related to site cleanup and residual soil 
contamination in Section 1.8 and 4.2. 

COMMENT 3055: CONCERN THAT PRESCRIBED FIRE COULD RE-SUSPEND RESIDUAL SOIL 
CONTAMINATION . .. 4 . .  . .  .. . .  , 

. .  Response 3055: See.response to comment 3054. ,,In 'addition, the Service does not propose 
using prescribed f i reon the eastern'poktion o f  the Refuge between Walnut Creek to the north 

. ~. . .  .. 
. .  
, L.. 

. .  
. ; I  I 

' . .  , ., 

. .  and Woman Creekto the s o h h  (Figure8). , . .  

Response 306& The EPA and CDPHE'have ind'icated that subsurface contamination does not 

I .  , -  

. . .  
.. . , . ,  I tl. , . ' , . I . ,  L 

C o ~ M E N i 3 0 6 0 :  CONCERN ABOUT THE EFFECT OF PkjiiRiE DOGS OR OTHER BURROWING' . . 

. .  . .  . ,  

' , . :  . . ,  .~ 
ANIMALS ON kONTAMlNATED'SOILS 

, .  

I .  exist in the area that will become the Refuge. The DOE will be responsible for the protection of 
the remedy facilities withjn the portions of the DOE retained area where subsurface 

.. . 
, .  b ' ! !  

contamination will remain, which includes preventing prairie dogs or  other burrowing animals 
from accessing subsurface contamination. While the Service will not be responsible for prairie 
dogs within the DOE retained area, and while subsurface contamination should not be an issue 
on the Refuge, as a management partner with the DOE it would be prudent for the Service to 
keep prairie dog populations away from the DOE retained area. 

' 

3100 - WATER RESOURCES 

COMMENT 3102: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT WATER RESOURCES 
3702a: I would recommend working with Arvada to get water up to (the Refuge). 
Response 3702a: A t  this time, the Service does not plan to pursue the extension of municipal 
facilities to the Refuge because the costs of purchasing water. The Service believes that we 
would be able to meet Refuge needs as outlined in the CCP. The Service will retain the existing 
raw water pond, as well as the water line between the pond and Building 60, in the event that 
water is purchased at a future date. 

COMMENT 3110: CONCERN ABOUT SURFACE WATER QUALITY 
(Concerns about surface water contamination, and potential impacts from adjacent development.) 

Response 3770: The E P A  and CDPHE have indicated that all of the area to become the 
Refuge, including surface water, will be safe for Refuge visitors and workers. Potential impacts 
to surface water from nearby development are discussed in the cumulative impacts section of 
Chapter 4. 
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3200 - VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

COMMENT 3202: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 
3202a: Why were the recommendations in Essington, et al. 1996 and Kettler, et at. 1994 not 
used more fully in developing the alternatives and in describing the consequences of each 
alternative. 
Response 3202a: Both of the referenced Colorado Natural Heritage Program reports were 
very useful in understanding the resources of the Refuge, as described in Chapter 3 - Affected 
Environment, and were closely considered in developing the alternatives and evaluating the 
effects of those alternatives. However, other factors that influenced the alternatives included 
the Refuge purposes, Service policies, and knowledge gained from other studies and 
management. 
32026: The deficiencies of the Draft  are apparent throughout Chapter 4. Relevant research is 
also neither cited nor used to reach evidence-based conclusions. 
Response 3202b: The evaluation of impacts in Chapter 4 is based on the Service's 

. ,. .. . ' 

. .  f , ,:; .. 8 .  s.. 
I .  , 

.understanding o f  site conditions'described:jnChapter 3,.the professional knowledge and . .  . 

and best available scientifi,c studies'on parti6uiar types of impacts (such as public use impacts). '.. 

'. experien'ce of.Service'and planning team'siaff;.'knowledge gained from'DOE's site management,!. ,:..,-' . I '  ' _ ' '  .' ' 

. " '  .. : . . .' . " 

.. 
. . . .  . .  . 

... ' . 
, .  ,,, , .  Scientific studies were cited appropriately when they were available to support impact.. ' :. . . \ .  . . .. . : I . 

.', . assessment. The.biolog[c3al, resources'of the Rocky Flats' site have been thoroughly'studied over , . 
the last 20 years. For th'atreason,'no'additional empirical studies were conducted to prepare ', 
the FEIS. 
3202~: Despite the USFWS's pl,ans to restorehevegetate areas and take actions to enhance 
wildlife habitat, Alternatives Beand D'wil l only "partially satisfy" (the wildlife and habitat 
management) goal. 
Response 3202~: The Service believes that the overall effects of public use in Alternatives B 
would be minor, and would not diminish the ability of Alternative B to satisfy the wildlife and 
habitat management goal. The proposed public use facilities, including trails on existing roads, 
would affect less than 1 percent of the Refuge area. 

, I  . , i  ' '  ' 

1 .  < 
. .  

COMMENT 3240 CONCERN ABOUT WEED MANAGEMENT 
(Comment specific to whether horses are more or less responsible for the spread of w e d  seeds.) 

Response 3240: While there is common speculation that horses can contribute significantly to 
the spread of weeds, the Service also recognizes that there is disagreement with the scientific 
and recreation communities on that issue. However, the Service believes that it is a reasonable 
assessment to assume that horses are among the potential vectors for weed dispersal. 
Recognizing this uncertainty, the Service proposes to allow limited equestrian access under the 
conditions outlined in the Compatibility Determination (Appendix B). 

COMMENT 3260: CONCERN ABOUT IMPACTS OF PUBLIC USE/FACILITIES ON VEGETATION 
Response 3260: Al l  of the public use facilities were located considering ecological impacts, and 
existing roads and disturbed areas were used to the greatest extent possible. The proposed 
public use facilities, including trails on existing roads, would affect less than 1% of the Refuge 
area, and the anticipated effects from the use of those facilities would be minor. 

COMMENT 3261: CONCERN THAT TRAIL WILL EXCESSIVELY IMPACT RIPARIAN HABITAT 
Response 3267: During the planning process, the Service planned trail configurations to avoid 
and minimize impacts to riparian habitat. Of the 16.2 miles of trails that are planned for 
Alternative B, 0.4 miles, or 3 percent of trail would be within riparian habitat areas. Most of 
those trails would be located on existing roads, and subject to seasonal closures. 
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COMMENT 3262: CONCERN ABOUT THE IMPACTS OF OFF-TRAIL USE 
Response 3262: The Service believes that the potential impacts of off-trail use would be minor 
and would not adversely affect vegetation communities or wildlife. Any indications of overuse 
or impacts to sensitive resources would be mitigated through education, signage, andlor 
closures as appropriate. The service believes that seasonal off-trail use provides reasonable 
access for naturalists, wildlife photographers, and others to engage in compatible wildlife- 
dependent public uses. 

COMMENT 3263: CONCERN ABOUT HABITAT FRAGMENTATION DUE TO TRAILS 
Response 3263: See response to comments 2221 and 3260. 

3300 -WILDLIFE 

COMMENT 3302: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT WILDLIFE ' . .  
, .  : 3302a: No information is available about current populations'of deer and elk that inhabit the 

.. . property beyond the discussion of population targets. Likewise,"you make no comments about . .  
7 .  . . .  1 .  , . .  ' ' . .  

' 8 . '  
. .  

. '. .. : .  'any predators or any other limiting factors,on'these.big game populations. 1 ' 

. . . . I , '  . . ,  r.; . ' ~.Response~33OZa: :Cu>rent populations of deer and elk, as.well as.thei nticipated predators' - ' 

. . .  . . . .  are described in Section 3.5 - Wildlife Resources. '. ' ' .-. ., , .. . . > . ... ~ .~ . .  _ .  
. .  .. . .:. . .  . . .  , . .  ' ' 3302%; We also havekiear evidenceI..that both . .  raptor$ , \  and , \, :. songbirds are negatively impacted t .  

by trail use. 
Response 33026: The Service is aware of the potential effects of trail use on raptors and 
songbirds. These impacts were considered during the trail: planning to minimize these potential 
impacts by avoiding riparian habitat areas and by using existing roads to the greatest extent 
possible. Some trails in the Rock Creek area and off-trail use would only be open during the 
winter months, which would greatly reduce the potential for impacts to both raptors and 
songbirds. Other closures may be implemented as needed to reduce impacts to wildlife. 

COMMENT 3303: COMMENT ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF RESIDUAL SOIL CONTAMINATION ON 
WILDLIFE 

. . I  

I 

' 

Response 3303: The Service does not believe that residual soil contamination has adversely 
affected wildlife at Rocky Flats. See also the response to comment 3304. 

COMMENT 3304: COMMENT ABOUT THE ANALYSIS OF DEER TISSUE 
Response 3304: Tissue samples, including edible meat tissues, of deer harvested at Rocky 
Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for contaminants. The results of the analysis indicate that 
there is no significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other wildlife species at  Rocky Flats. 

COMMENT 3311: CONCERN ABOUT IMPACTS TO MULE DEER 
(Concern related to the effects of hunting.) 

Response 3377: See response to comment 21 58. 

COMMENT 3312: CONCERN ABOUT IMPACTS TO RAPTORS 
(Concern related to the impacts of off-trail use.) 

Response 3372: The Service believes that the density and frequency of off-trail use would be 
low enough to not adversely affect the use of potential raptor nest areas in the southern portion 
of the Refuge. None of the proposed trails impact known raptor nest sites. If such a conflict 
occurs in the future, the Service would evaluate whether further actions are needed to reduce 
impacts to nesting raptors. 
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COMMENT 3330: COMMENT ABOUT IMPACT OF TRAILS AND FACILITIES ON WILDLIFE 
Response 3330: See response to comment 3260. In addition, the Service is confident that 
visitors engaging in unsupervised, wildlife-dependent recreation on the Refuge would not 
adversely impact individual animals or wildlife populations. 

3600 - RECREATION AND TRAILS 

COMMENT 3610: CONCERN ABOUT PUBLIC USE RISK FROM PRAIRIE DOG DISEASES 
Response 3610: Service staff will monitor prairie dog colonies for outbreaks of plague. If 
outbreaks occur, the Service would take appropriate measures to protect both the prairie dogs 
and any visitors who may come into close proximity to the affected colonies. 

4000 - DRAFT COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 

COMMENT 4002: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 
'. !' 4002a: .Multiple pdblic (ses..: ,may harm, fragile wildlife found at the site, suggesting'tfiat any: . 3 .  , 

, .. . .  
. / (  -'. ' putjlic use is.incompatible, and shall'not be allowed. .': . ' .  , : ,  

I .  .. , '  
' Response 4002a: 'Ttie'Service,beIieves'that the'overall effects of public use in Alternati+e,Br. 
would be mino'r, and would be compatible'witti the purposes of the'Refuge.iThe proposed'public 

.. I I .  . use.facilities, . ,including trails on.existing roads, would-affect less than 1 percent'of the:Refuge.. . . 
area, and the anticipated effects from the use of those facilities would be minor. The Sewice \':., 

acknowledges that most public uses would result in some resource impacts. Stipulations!have 
been made in each Compatibility Determination to reduce and mitigate for unacceptable; ,!.:. 

impacts, but impacts alone do not make a use incompatible. 

. , ..' .... 

. *  

COMMENT 4010: GENERAL COMMENT ABOUT HUNTING CD 
(Comments generally opposed to hunting.) 

Response 4010: See response to comment 2158. 

COMMENT 4011: COMMENT THAT HUNTING IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THE REFUGE 
Response 401 7: See response to comment 21 58. 

5000 - ISSUES OUTSIDE OF SCOPE OF EIS 
During the public comment process, there was considerable interest and concern about issues 
related to present contamination at the Rocky Flats site, and the cleanup process that is 
underway. These issues are outside the scope of this E IS. The CCPlElS was written under 
the premise that the area to become the refuge will be certified to be safe prior to the 
establishment of  the Refuge and the implementation of the CCP. The EPA and CDPHE have 
indicated that all of the proposed Refuge activities will be safe for the Refuge worker and 
visitor. If post-cleanup conditions change these assumptions, then the CCP will be revised 
accordingly prior to any public use of the facility. 
In response to concerns about issues related to cleanup and residual soil contamination, the 
FE IS  includes an expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8, of residual soil contamination 
levels in Section 3.2, and any potential effects of Refuge activities on those soils in Section 4.2. 
Comments about issues related to cleanup and contamination were grouped into the following 
categories, but are not considered to be substantive. 

. .  , , I. 

;' . . 
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6000 - COMMENTS ABOUT CCP/EIS PROCESS 

COMMENT 6012: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT CCP/EIS PROCESS 
6072a: (The Vegetation Management Plan and Fire Management Plan) should be finished and 
presented to the general public for review and approval. 
Response 6072a: The Service would complete step-down management plans after the Refuge 
is established, and will consider a public review process during the completion of each. Both the 
Vegetation Management Plan and the Fire Management Plan would go through a public review 
and comment period. 

COMMENT 6020: COMMENT ABOUT NEPA PROCESS 
(Concern about whether NEPA process w followd, whether it is appropriate to complete the CCP/EISprior 
to jnal cleanup decisions, and ifthe EIS suficiently analyzed effects to the human environment.) 

. ,  
. ' < . " ,  . 

.. ; . 1 .  , 
, * -- 

; ?. ..! : . .  
. .. .. . 

Response 6020 The Service is confident that all aspects of the CCP/EIS process have followed 
N E P A  requirements. Congress directed the.CCP process in the Refuge Act. The Service has 
collaborated, with the DOE during the CCP.pl ng.process;and has been apprised o t  the 
approximate boundaries of the la,nds that will tained by DOE for long-term'monitoring ' .  

and stewardship. 'Whilelhe exact boundaries"are'1ikely to  change prior to'Refuge ' : 
establishment, the Service is confident that the general nature of the lands and resources that ' 

will be included in the:Refuge (including,.levels.of contamination, if any) will not change: For  
these reasons, the Service is:confident.that it is both reasonable and effective to complete the 
CCP/E I S process at this time. 
In response to concerns about issues related to cleanup and residual soil contamination, the 
F E l S  includes an expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8, of residual soil contamination 
levels in Section 3.2, and any potential effects of Refuge activities on those soils in Section 4.2. 
Environmental concerns, including the health of Refuge workers, visitors, and the general 
public, have been considered throughout the decision making process. Based on the cleanup 
assumptions that must be met prior to Refuge establishment, as well as the levels of residual 
contamination in the lands that will become the Refuge, the Service concurs with the EPA and 
CDPHE that the proposed Refuge activities will not have an adverse effect on the quality of the 
human environment. 

6300 - DRAFT CCPIEIS 

COMMENT 6302: SPECIFIC COMMENT ABOUT DRAFT CCP/EIS 
6302a: [Regarding species list] there should be a long-tailed weasel; where are the 
invertebrates - such as butterflies, moths, and beetles? 
Response 6302; The species list has been updated to include a more comprehensive inventory 
of plant and animal species. While the Refuge is within the overall range of the long-tailed 
weasel, it has not been identified at Rocky Flats and is not on the species list. Over 1,000 
invertebrate species have been identified at Rocky Flats. While these species are not listed in 
the EIS, the Service does have a database that includes all of them. 
6302b: The E I S  has to evaluate the effects of this particular action on the human environment. 
The Draft  E IS  fails to do that. 
Response 63026: Under the Refuge Act, no portions of the site can become a Refuge until the 
EPA certifies DOE has completed a cleanup that will be protective of the future Refuge worker 
and visitor. The CCPlElS is written under the premise that cleanup and certification will occur 
prior to Refuge establishment. However, residual soil contamination levels in the lands that are 
most likely to become the Refuge are already low enough to not require any active cleanup. In 
response to public interest and concern about contamination issues, the F E l S  includes an 
expanded discussion of cleanup in Section 1.8. The Service concurs with the EPA, CDPHE, 
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and DOE that environmental concerns, including the health of Refuge workers, visitors, and 
the general public, have been considered throughout the decision-making process and that the 
proposed Refuge activities would not have a significant effect on the quality of the human 
environment. 

COMMENT 6303: COMMENT THAT THE SERVICE APPEARS TO HAVE ALREADY MADE ITS 
DECISION 
(Regarding concerns about the identiflcation of a Proposed Action earb in the EISprocess.) 

Response 6303: In accordance with NEPA, the Service developed a range of alternatives 
responsive to  the issues and concerns identified during scoping. Al l  four alternatives were 
given equal merit and consideration in the FEIS. The Service identified Alternative B as its 
Proposed Action. Service planning policy requires that a Proposed Action be identified early in 
the planning process, to give the public an early indication of the Service's preferences. 

, .  However, the identification of a Proposed Action does not change the consideration of public 
comments, ,or further analysis or consideration of the other alternat,ives. The Record 0 6 - 9  

<.. . 
. .  

a,' .?Decision w;ll.document the Service's.decision on the CCP alternative.. .. ; A ,  , . , . a ' 

. .  
. .  

. , .  

,6304: :,SUGGESTED CHANGES TO MAPS ' ; .  ' . . . . , . , , .  : ' ' . . :  - . '  . ., . :; \C;oM;M 
, , .  1. 

. . , ( I . . .  . ' I  
: , , . .  , a > . .  % . * I  

. .  
, .  

, . .  6304a: The amoeba'on all the maps gives the impression that no par t  of the property retained! ~ - 
.;, ''+ I 

... . ! :  Response 6304a; In the DEIS, the DOE, retained area was shown.as an opaque polygon to . 

illustrate that those areas will not become part of the Refuge and will not be subject t o  the 
. .  . ., . , ,: management plans outlined in the CCP. However, the Service also acknowledges that the lands . 

and resources within the retained area are inextricably linked to the future.refuge lands. The 
mapping has been revised to include a transparent polygon for the DOE retained area that 
gives a better indication of resources in that area. 
63046: (Regarding Welton Reservoir.. .) Information indicates that it is Fortune Reservoir. 
Also, it is no longer "dry." 
Response 6304b; The Consolidated Mutual Water Company website indicates that it is 
"Welton Reservoir", though some documents prior t o  the completion of the project referred to 
it as "Fortune Reservoir." The maps have been updated to reflect that it is no longer dry. 

. . ' ' ' . I . - .  . . ' 

I ?  

~ 

, . ' , I  I . . ! * ,  . . , wil l  be suitable for any use and has no wildlife refuge:value., ~ . . ,.I :. . ":.. , . .  

i 
. .  
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4. Petitions and Form letters 

The Service received four different kinds of mass correspondence commenting on the Draft  
CCP/E IS: 

1. No Public Use 
2. Object to Hunting 
3. Support Alternative B 
4. Keep Rocky Flats Closed , .  .', : . .  

( 1  i:. 

< ;  ..,, . ; , . 

The Service received this form letter with the followin r no public use of,.. ' f '  I:'  ' - '  

the Rocky, Flats Wildlife Refuge:. 
',,,' ' : ' ., .. . .  , ,  , , I '  ,',' 

, *  . , , , , ,  , . ' .  ,- 

. .  , .  FORMIETTER 1: NO PUBLIC USE '. . , . ''. ' . . . ... 
, 

. I .  I . .  I 

, . , ,:', .. r . . ). . I . .  . . .  . . _  . . .  . i / j .  * ..,... ' . .  

. .  1. :The whole Rocky-Flats site is contaminated;. .. . . 

2. Plutonium in the environment,iS a'.'permanent danger.. . 
3. No one knows how contaminated the site is ... 
4. A cheap cleanup endangers lives. .':.: 
5. The best possible cleanup is not happening ... 
6. Cleanup to wildlife refuge standards endangers future generations.. . 
7. Local people reject the cleanup being done ... 
8. Risk-based cleanup is dead wrong.. . 
9. Genetic effects of plutonium on wildlife are poorly understood ... 
10. A contaminated environment is a high price to pay for open space.. ." 

, .. 

1 .  ..'. . .  

Four recommendations from the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center on future use of the 
Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge: 

a. Moratorium on public use. .. 
b. Research on health effects.. . 
c. Technology development.. . 
d. Citizen oversight ..." 

2154 Comment opposed to public use 
2270 Call for citizen oversight of Refuge activities 

5040 Cleanup standards/ risk assessment 

5061 Comment supporting additional research on effects of contamination on wildlife and 
plants 
5062 Comment favoring ongoing research on cleanup technologies 

The Service received four copies of this letter, which was assigned the following issue codes: 

5030 Site characterization 

5050 General cleanup 

5070 Potential health effects 
5080 Cleanup principles/approach 
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FORM LETTER 2 OBJECT TO HUNTING 
This petition was circulated with the following language, "The following object to any recreational 
sport hunting at the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge!" 
The Service received this petition with 89 signatures. There were 23 signatures with incomplete or 
illegible names. Form Letter 2 was assigned the following issue code: 

2158 Comment opposing hunting program 

FORM LETTER 3 SUPPORT ALTERNATIVE B 
This petition was circulated with the following language, "The following individuals support the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's Proposed Action (Alternative B) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife 
Refuge ... We are also confident that the cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats will be fully protective 
and safe,for the proposed future land use described in Alternative B." 

i 2104 Comment in su'pport of Alternative B . .  

. .  
1 . .  

: T,he,Service received this petition with 25 signatures, which was assigned the following issuecodes: :. .. . ' *  ' .,: 
' .  

t ' .  . .  
( 1  I .  

. ,.' . . I .  , . ,  . . .  . .  1.. ,! . .  < . ,  . . .. . . I  
., . , . . .  .~ - 

,. . . I  

' 2151,General comment:about public use progiams 
0 Cieanup standards/ Risk Assessment 

; 
, . . _ . .  . , . .  . > . . .  , . .  , ., * . . .  

.~ I I '  , .;,:." . .. ,.:.:. 

,,. . , , . 
.... . , .,. , 

,. . . 
b . . '  

. .  . 7,; ... 
, .,. . , ,i .. 

FORM L m E R  ., 4 . KEEP ROCKY FLATS CLOSED. 
I .  

The Service received numerous form letters with the following language, " I  am writing to express 
my opposition to allowing recreation at Rocky Flats. Just clean it up, fence it off and keep Rocky 
Flats closed." 
The Service received 815 copies of this letter. There were 178 letters with incomplete or illegible 
names. Form Letter 4 was assigned the following issue codes: 

21 53 Specific comment: "Keep Rocky Flats closed" 
21 54 Comment opposed to public accesshse 
2294 Comment proposing security fence at  Refuge boundary 

' ' 

5050 General cleanup 
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MR. HUGHES: Let me begin by thanking all 

of you for attending tonight's public hearing on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive 

Conservation Plan for the National Fish L Wildlife Service. 

My name is Mike Hughes and I'm part of the 

planning team. And I want to say just a couple of words 

about tonight's agenda, before I turn the floor over to 

Laurie Shannon, and tell you a couple of things about the 

formal public hearing. We have a court reporter behind me, 

as you see, so that we can create a verbatim transcript of 

the comments that people make about the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement and the Draft plan. 

Given that it's a formal hearing, what we're 

trying to do is provide an equal opportunity for everyone 

who has issues to speak and limit as to how much time 

everyone receives as they speak. So we're going to ask, in 

terms of ground rules, that you give everyone the same 

opportunity to be heard that you will want when you step to 

the microphone. 

In order for us to manage that, we ask that 

you sign up to speak. We have a speaker sign-up sheet in 

the back, we'll be reading the names for that sign-up sheet, 

we'll ask you to come to the microphone and we want, as 

you're listening, to respect the opportunity for that person 

to have their say by not interrupting them, and then those 
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of, you who are at the microphone, respect the time of the 

person*behind you by staying to the time allotment, which is 

three minutes. So we've allotted three minutes of time for 

each person to speak. 

What we ask that you do, as you make your .. 
comments, is focus on the plan itself. So again, this is a 

' hearing in response to the Draft, we ask that you bring your 

comments to the content of the Draft. If there are specific 

places in the Draft where you have information that is 

divergent from the information that's in the Draft, we'd 

like to have that information and want to make sure that you 

point that out to us. 

The adequacy of the analysis, if there's any 

place where you believe the analysis needs to be deepened 

'.before the final Draft Environmental Impact Statement or 
. .  

final plan, we ask that you make the comment in that way. 

Laurie will talk in just a few minutes about 

the alternatives. We would like, if it's your wish, to have 

you speak to the alternatives, and obviously, particularly, 

.the proposed act, the preferred alternative. .. . .. .. 
So with that, the agenda will include 

. -  

questions, but we'll be focusing primarily on those public 

comments. 
. .  

I want to say, before we get to tonight's . .  
cpmments on the Draft, that this is not the only means to 
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provide input to the Draft by any stretch, so we're not 

limiting you to three minutes, we're just asking you to 

limit yourselves to three minutes tonight. There are many 

other ways to communicate your concerns about or questions 

about or comments on the Draft. 

The comment period itself is open until April 

26th. You can submit your comments in writing on the forms 

that we have here tonight, so if you didn't get one on the 

table outside and wish to have one, we'll make sure that you 

have one, and we'll just ask that we have it by the 26th. 

Also, there is the opportunity for those of 

you who have access to computer resources to do so online. 

So the website is here on your agenda and so you can go to 

that website and make your comments and have those 

downloaded. Also it's on the green sheet you have as well. 

So with respect to questions, my hunch is, 

from the number of sign-ups I've seen so far, is we'll have 

time to do that. It's possible that in one of the four 

meetings that we'll be doing for public hearings we'll be 

doing, we'll have so many people that wish to speak that the 

three minutes will exhaust our agenda. However, for a group 

of this size and the number of sign-ups, it's quite likely 

that we will be able to have a question and answer period, 

so I will give the floor to Dean at that point and then 

we'll open up the possibility of questions. 

6 

1 Let me talk a little bit about the agenda in 

2 that light and then a bit about how we'll do that. I'm 

3 . going to give the floor to Laurie Shannon in just a second 

4 who is going to present the highlights of the Draft 

5 Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact 

6 Statement, focusing particularly on what has changed since 

7 ~ 

8 all came together to do that, for those of you who have been 

you last saw the alternatives in the public forum when we 
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with us over and over again. 

We want to highlight particuiarly the key 

elements of the preferred alternative, but also any changes 

that have been made that are of significance and then we'll 

turn t o  the public comment period. 

Jody, sitting right here in the front, is the 

one that's going to help us with time. So she'll be 

' stanaing there next to you reminding you that your three 

minutes is up and remind you to have a seat. And again, 

we've got some guidelines for you with respect to the 

comments. 

As you can see from the italicized item 

there, if there is time for questions, and again I think 

that there will be, what we will do is make sure we document 

the question itself so that we can retain the question 

itself that you're asking. what we ask that you not do is 

use that time to add to the three minutes you already had. 
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So I'm going to ask that you not preface your question with 

a speech, and then the foundation for the question, simply 

ask the question and we'll get to it. That's again in the 

interest of fairness so that everyone has the same amount of 

time. 

And again, we're expecting larger meetings, 

we'll exhaust the time with the three minutes. We will end 

the meeting at 8:30 and that takes care of the agenda. 

One of the things that we've talked about on 

the planning team that is a focus of a great deal of 

attention in the comments we've received online or 

individual conversations we've had with many of you, cause I 

us to want to go through this explanation. And so I'm just 

going to spend a couple of minutes talking about the steps 

by which a refuge in established, and this is in the act 

that started this Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement process. 

First of all, the Fish & Wildlife Service 

completes its final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement and then issues a record of 

decision. That's the first decision point that takes us 

down this path. 

The second one is that the Department of 

Energy completes its site cleanup, except for its ongoing 

OM, its ongoing operation and maintenance of the retained 
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areas or any of the activities, the monitoring that it will 

do on site, et, cetera, et cetera, but completes its cleanup 

efforts at the site. And then EPA and the Colorado 

Department of Public Health and Environment certify the 

completion of that cleanup. That's another key decision 

point that must be passed for the possibility of a refuge to 

exist. 

At that point it is then possible, under the 

legislation for the DOE, Department of Energy, to transfer 

that land to the Department of the Interior so that the 

refuge can be created. And then with that the Department of 

Inte.rior would establish the refuge officially and then the 

Service would then begin its management. 

The key item in all of that chronology is 

this; that the EPA certification is required before the site 

can become a refuge. So the Comprehensive Conservation Plan 

and the Environmental Impact Statement has been written in 

the context of a certified site, written as if that decision 

were made, and therefore, then how to operate the refuge, 

and will not take effect until the certification itself is 

complete. 

So there have been lots of question about how 

the Department of Interior and the Fish h Wildlife Service 

attended to the site's current state and the DOE cleanup 

operation and that's how it's being done. The Environmental 



9 10 

of even this far northern site would be a seasonal trail, 

depending on the needs of wildlife. 

The other thing that the public - -  we heard 
from the public was that they wanted to see some increased 

connectivity. So we made some attempts down here to make a 

loop and also try to improve the connectedness down here. 

The other thing that we heard from many 

people who said that they wanted us to focus more on 

restoration of the site before we provided public use. So 

in that respect, what we are proposing now is that after 

refuge establishment, we would open a trail down to the 

Lindsay Ranch soon after establishment. But for 

the first five years we would focus our efforts on 

restoration of the site, wildlife habitat management and try 

to get our budget established before we would begin to 

implement the use of the public program. But by year 15 all 

of the public use program would be implemented. 

One other thing I want to point out, a lot of 

people wanted us to make this connection in the annum, the 

north-south connection, and' we still feel very strongly that 

if there is an improvement to the road corridor along 

Indiana, that we would like to see that connection made in 

that process or made by the communities to the east, and not 

so that we're trying to squeeze in a trail between the DOE 

retained lands and the transportation corridor and that sort 
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Impact Statement is written in that context. So with that, 

Laurie. 

MS. SHANNON: Thanks, Mike. Good evening. I 

want to just spend a couple of minutes going over the four 

alternatives. And I know that many of you probably know 

them very well, but in case we have some that are not as 

familiar and everybody knows what we're here to discuss, I'm 

just going to highlight the four alternatives, and 

particularly I want to go over what has changed since we 

presented them last May to the public. 

So to begin, I'm going to start with our 

proposed action, because that's what we are proposing here, 

and we'll move on to the other ones. Some of the things 

that we heard from the public last May, a couple of key 

things, is that the public told us that they wanted to see 

some horseshoes on the site. We had only proposed that in 

Alternative D and they had asked that there be some 

allowances for horse access. So one of the changes that we 

made was in the southern part of the site is that we have 

provided for some horse access down here. The northern part 

of the site would stay the same. 

This multiple use trail that's up here, that 

would be bikes and pedestrians only. The trails down here 

would be for horse, bike and pedestrians, and then off to 

the north it would continue to be pedestrian only. And some 

1 

2 

3 

4 

' 5  

6 

7 

8 .  

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2 5  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

11 

of thing. 

Under this alternative we are proposing a 

contact station as opposed to a full-fledged visitor center, 

which would be in Alternative D. The other change that we 

made under this alternative is with respect to hunting. And 

it currently still is as we presented it in May. There 

would be a very limited hunting program open to youth and 

disabled and it would be highly managed two weekends out of 

the year and the rest of the refuge would be closed. It 

would be low-impact weaponry, such as archery, muzzle 

loading and shotgun shells and that would still stay, but 

what we did change was, after two years we would at least 

look at whether we could open the program to abled hunters. 

And the reason for that is that - -  that's so if we're not 

meeting our target population goals for deer and elk, we 

could do that. 

Let me think if there's any other major 

changes. The other things that we did, we tried to look at 

the restoration of the stream crossing and tried to improve 

those so they fit the goals of each alternative. We 

added - -  kind of figured out what we're doing about fire 

management under all the alternatives and recognized what we 

needed to do there. We better define the prairie dog 

habitat out on the site, and as I explained, the hunting 

program. 
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The other thing about the Alternative B that 

I should have mentioned is that we call this alternative the 

wildlife habitat and public use alternative. And that has 

what we - -  how we define that is it has a real strong 

emphasis on wildlife and habitat management while allowing 

the moderate amount of use and also providing for some 

compatible scientific research that's focussed on wildlife 

habitat and public use. 

And we feel that this is the alternative that 

best meets both our agency, the National Wildlife Refuge 

system missions and goals, it meets what we - -  how we 

interpret the refuge legislation and also it reflects what 

we heard from the public during the comment period to date. 

Alternative A is what we call the no action 

alternative. And under this alternative it would be 

basically continuing the current management regime with most 

of our focus of wildlife and habitat being in the Rock Creek 

area, which is the northern part of the site. There would 

be almost virtually no public use, except for very limited 

VIP-type tours. And as you can see, there are no facilities 

shown there. 

Alternative - -  oh, one change that we made 

with Alternative A that is different is that we used to have 

a chain-link fence around Alternative A when we presented it 

back in May, and since then, after looking at it a little 
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bit deeper, we have taken that out of that alternative, 

primarily because it changes it into an action alternative. 

And after looking at it, we decided that it was not 

something that we really felt like was something we wanted 

to do. It's very expensive, it precludes wildlife movement 

corridors and we didn't really find a lot of support in the 

community for it by putting up a big chain-link fence around 

the site. 

Alternative C is what we call the ecological 

restoration alternative. And that alternative is trying to 

maximize wildlife and habitat restoration and management to 

the degree possible and providing just for a minimal amount 

of public use on the site and also providing for, again, 

compatible scientific research that's focussed strictly on 

wildlife and habitat. 

So as you can see, this is the public use 

part of it. It would only entail having a very short trail 

that would 90 out to an overlook, and that would be a 

guided - -  it would be again a very small usage of the site 

during the year. 

Under all the alternatives, the only access 

by vehicle would be through the west through Highway 93. 

That's what this line is, where these four ,  B, C and D. 

Okay. 

Alternative C is the one alternative where we 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

14 

take out the Lindsay Ranch and obliterate that. And we 

would record that with photographs and recordation for it in 

terns of preserving it. 

Alternative D is what we call the public use 

alternative. And this is again trying to say we're going to 

have a strong emphasis on wildlife and habitat management, 

but we're going to maximize the amount of public use that we 

can put on this site that we can feasibly do as our agency. 

So this one has about 19 miles of trails whereas Alternative 

B has about 16. What you see the differences are are in the 

types of facilities. Alternative D has a visitor center, a 

full-fledged visitor center, where Alternative B is just a 

contact station with a few offices in there. 

Under both B and D there would be no dogs 

allowed on the site. None of the alternatives would allow 

dogs, leashed or unleashed. 

Under this alternative we also try to respond 

to some of the things that we heard from the public about 

improving some of the trail connectivity and making it more 

looped. And under this alternative, horses would be also 

allowed in the southern part of the site and on the northern 

part of the site. 

And, Dean, I think that pretty much 

highlights what I have to say about that and 1'11 just turn 

it over to you. 
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MR. HUGHES: For those of you who just came 

in, if you wish to speak, the sign-up sheet is there, go 

ahead and do that so we can get you on the list. 

To recap quickly, Jody, who is standing there 

in the back, is going to help you be mindful of how long 

three minutes is. So she'll let you know when you're 

approaching the end of that three minutes for your comment 

period. When you come - -  as we go down the list, Jody will 
call both the name of the first speaker and the name of the 

person who should go next and we'll do that on down the 

line. 

When you come to the microphone, we ask that 

you give us your name so that is contained as part of the 

transcript. Part of our requirements under NEPA is to make, 

the Environmental Impact Statement - -  to fulfill our 

obligation for the Environmental Impact Statement. So we 

want you to give your name and then we'll ask you to take 

those three minutes and Jody will let you know when three 

minutes is over. 

Since what you're doing is making comments 

about the plan that the Fish & Wildlife Service is putting 

out in draft form, so we've asked them to sit here so you 

can actually speak to them. If your comment includes a 

question, don't worry about that, I'll catch it and then 

we'll come back to that when we get to the question and 

16 

1 answer portion. So Laurie you've met. 
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MR. RUNDLE: I'm Dean Rundle, the project 

leader and refuge manager for the Rocky Flats project. 

MR. TRENHOLME: I'm Richard Trenholme with 

ERO Resources and we're a part of the planning team. 

MR. HUGHES: We have other members of the 

planning team, they are out there in the lobby helping to 

get organized. 

Jody, go ahead and we'll do this three 

minutes at a time. 

MS. ERIKSON: LeRoy Moore and then Bini 

Abbott. 

BY MR. LEROY MOORE: 

My name is LeRoy Moore, I'm a consultant with 

the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center in Boulder. I'm 

also a member of the board of directors of the Rocky Flats 

Cold War Museum, which is in the process of being created. 

My remarks tonight focus on the relationship between the 

wildlife refuge and the museum. I speak not on behalf of 

the board of the museum, but only on behalf of the Rocky 

Flats Peace and Justice Center. 

The Peace and Justice Center strongly 

supports the intention of Fish & Wildlife to, quote, work in 

collaboration, the words from the EIS, with the proposed 

museum and commemorating a site of historical significance. 

Just as Fish & Wildlife is committed to 
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caring for the flora and fauna of the wildlife refuge, the 

museum is committed to telling the full story, both of the 

production of nuclear weapons at Rocky Flats and the 

response to this activity by people from the outside. 

A collaborative endeavor between Fish & 

Wiidlife and the museum should lead logically to them being 

housed in a common facility. The appropriate location for 

such a facility is along Highway 93, what is now called the 

West Gate to Rocky Flats. This high upwind location 

provides a good vantage point for observing much of the 

Rocky Flats property as well as the mountain backdrop, the 

surrounding communities and Denver beyond. 

It is an ideal location for overlook 

platforms from which visitors can view the wildlife on the 

refuge and the location of the former Rocky Flats plant. 

Fish & Wildlife will want to have 

interpretive information about the flora and fauna of the 

site, while the museum will want photographs and diagrams 

depicting the appearance of the site at different stages in 

its history as a weapons production plant and beyond to 

cleanup and closure. 

The key activities to preserving open space 

at Rocky Flats and commemorating the historical significance 

of bomb production at the site, that's a great interruption, 

can be fulfilled. These two things can be fulfilled without 
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endangering members of the unsuspecting public by allowing 

them to engage in risky activities on a contaminated site. 

We at the Peace and Justice Center prefer no 

public access to the refuge because of the dangers of the 

contamination there; however, we can also support Fish & 

Wildlife Service Alternative C. ecological restoration, as 

the one option processed by Fish & Wildlife that best meets 

the goals of both preserving open space and commemorating 

the site's historical significance. Thank you very much for 

the opportunity to speak. 

MS. ERIKSON: Bini Abbott and Jacqueline 

Brever. 

BY MS. BIN1 ABBOTT: 

My name is Bini Abbott.  

 

And what I am not is not belonging to any peace 

groups, I am not belonging to any of the animal rights 

groups, but what I am is very concerned about having hunting 

at the refuge two weekends a year for a grand total of 20 

people, which at the estimated cost is $250 per person of 

those 20 people and the rest of the refuge would be 

completed closed. 

The goals of the U.S. Fish L Wildlife, I 

realize, are'hunting and fishing are two of their primary 

purposes for the refuge, but I think you'll find that the 
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public is appalled when they find out that hunting would be 

allowed at what they think is going to be a refuge. And the 

definition of refuge in the dictionary and so on is a place 

of safety. And if we're going to give safety to these 

animals, the deer and the elk, through the rest of the year 

and then suddenly to plunk at them for two weekends, I think 

is conflicting interests and I would hope it would not 

happen. 

According to the EIS, they will reevaluate 

the need for culling or reevaluate their program on hunting 

in 15 years, which is the year 2019. 

around and able to still express my feelings at that time. 

I've talked to both the wildlife managers with Boulder City 

Open Space who owns land on both the north and the west of 

this refuge and to Boulder County Open Space which owns land 

to the north of the refuge. Neither of those entities have 

any problem with overpopulation. 

I probably won't be 

And so, if at some time the animals have to 

be culled because of chronic wasting disease or so on, I 

would hope that instead it would be sharp shooters from the 

Division of Wildlife and not having either handicapped 

people or youth, having a reasonable chance of success, is 

the way it's put down in hunting. 

In closing, I would just like to say that I 

think the perception is going to be more important than 

I 
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reality as to what people think of what U . S .  Fish h Wildlife 

intends to do at this location. And the perception will be, 

what, you're going to kill the animals after you're saving 

them and you're building these blinds so we can observe 

them? And I would suggest that we instead watch the 

wildlife through binoculars, through a camera, and not 

through the cites of a gun. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Jacqueline Brever and Erin 

Hamby. 

BY MS. JACQUELINE BREVER: 

My name is Jacque Brever. I'm a former 

plutonium worker from Rocky Flats and I'm now an 

environmental scientist with experience in Superfund 

cleanups and reuse plans. I speak from personal knowledge 

at Rocky Flats as well as from my training in this field. 

DOE admits its leaving plutonium in the soil 

and Fish & Wildlife Service wants to allow activities that 

would stir up plutonium when one little speck of plutonium 

can cause cancer and genetic defects. 

It looks like the EIS, CCP describes some 

pristine open space that would be available for people to 

romp around in rather than a former nuclear weapons facility 

about to become a National Wildlife Refuge. 

Therefore, I want to register my opposition 

to your statutory mandates and your compatibility 
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determination. 

The entire site is contaminated. There is 

such a thing as informed consent. Not only do I oppose 

public access at Rocky Flats, I think that if public access 

is allowed, then people should be required to sign informed 

consent statements prior to entering the property. I think 

hunters should sign informed consent documents before they 

are allowed to bring home the venison, so to speak, and 

allow their families to eat the contaminated meat. 

Inhalation and ingestion of radioactive 

materials causes cancer and many other adverse health 

effects. The plutonium left in the ground at Rocky Flats 

will remain dangerous for a quarter million years. Can you 

guarantee that Rocky Flats will remain a National Wildlife 

Refuge with institutional control for a quarter million 

years? 

There is a first time for everything, such as 

turning a nuclear weapons facility into a National Wildlife 

Refuge with a priority recreational access. There may be a 

first time for turning a National Wildlife Refuge into a 

housing development. The cleanup standards were set to be 

protected only over of wildlife refuge worker, not a family 

living at Rocky Flats, drinking the water, working the 

ground and perhaps to grow food for the animals. 

DOE admits that Rocky Flats cleanup is to be 
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used as a prototype for cleanup of the other properties in 

the nuclear weapons complex. DOE also admits that the 

cleanup at Rocky Flats is not as protective of human health 

as it could be. 

I don't think we should be presented with 

only the options of whether to choose between hunting or 

horseback riding at Rocky Flats, I think the public should 

be allowed to choose whether or not to have public access at 

all at an inadequately cleaned nuclear facility. Just clean 

it up, fence it off and keep Rocky Flats closed. 

MS. ERIKSON: Erin Harnby and then Iggy 

Litaor. 

BY MS. ERIN HAMBY: 

My name is Erin Harnby and I'm with the Rocky 

Mountain Peace and Justice Center, a community organization 

dedicated to the principles of nonviolence. We support a 

plan that would deny public access and recreation at the 

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. We support a 

management plan that focuses on research. 

The site could be used in a positive way to 

develop new and more effective remediation technologies. 

Genetic studies could also be encouraged to collect data on 

the plutonium body burning of wildlife on the site and on 

the basis of which extrapolations can be made to the genetic 

effects on wildlife and potential effects on humans at or 
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near the site. 

We believe that the refuge managed with 

ecological restoration, research and human health and safety 

all in mind, can and would satisfy the mission and purpose 

of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge as well as the 

missions and goals of the National Wildlife Refuge system. 

These same mission statements and goals can 

also be set aside without allowing public access or 

recreation. Of the alternatives presented by the U.S. Fish 

L Wildlife Service, the only one acceptable to the Peace and 

Justice Center is Alternative C, though we would prefer the 

elimination of the single trail and overlook. 

We are disappointed that Fish L Wildlife 

refuses to consider issues surrounding the level of cleanup 

at the site. It is understood that Fish L Wildlife have no 

control over cleanup levels or amounts, but you do have 

control over the amount of public access allowed at Rocky 

Flats. 

With known contaminants being left behind, it 

is irresponsible to manage the site as if they were not 

there at all. 

The Department of Energy retained industrial 

zone, the most dangerous part of the site, is within the 

boundary of the refuge, like the hole of a donut. With the 

seamless preserve, this hole becomes indistinguishable from 

\ 
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the rest of the site, which is unacceptable. 

Fish h Wildlife has a responsibility to the 

public to plan and act with respect to known contaminants 

contained within the boundaries of the planned Rocky Flats 

National Wildlife Refuge. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Judith Mohling and Iggy Litaor. 

BY MS. JUDITH MOHLING: 

I'm Judith Mohling and I'm Colorado born and 

bred and I think that hiking through tall grass prairie is 

among life's loveliest experiences that I can think of. 

Absolutely rich with wildlife and new beauty with every 

step. If only we were here 60 years ago and that the land 

was going to be yours to manage and you had these wonderful 

alternatives and that beautiful Draft EIS, before Rocky 

Flats became contaminated from the manufacturer of plutonium 

pits, it would be wonderful. 

The Draft is just beautiful, the ideas are 

thoughtful. The photographs are compelling and make me 

think of wearing protective clothing and a face mask when 

hiking on the trail if they come to pass. However, all of 

my education about Rocky Flats tells me that no one knows 

how contaminated the site really is. All the accidents and 

fires have left their powdery contaminants. It is known 

that there were nighttime burns of waste in unknown spots. 

The DOE is bequeathing to your management 
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land that has never been fully characterized. No one has 

gone yard by yard, square yard by square yard to figure out 

what's there. 

In the Draft EIS, on the first page in the 

summary under refuge significance, you say that congress 

identified several significant qualities about Rocky Flats. 

And the first one is the majority of the site has generally 

remained undisturbed since its acquisition by the 

government, and maybe congress thinks that, but it's just 

not so.  It's been disturbed for 5 0  years, if only by a 

gentle sifting of plutonium ash, plus all of the other 

contaminants that have been dribbled onto it. 

Instead Rocky Flats needs to be closed to the 

public for a century or two. The plants and animals, the 

air, water and soil scrutinized and monitored for 

contamination effects and scientists in many fields for the 

next.200 years need to apply their knowledge and skills to 

that lovely land to create technologies even beyond what we 

now know, to briny about the lowest possible levels of 

contamination for all of the generations to come which FLW 

is deeply involved in. 

1s there room for negotiating yet another 

alternative with you that includes what I've just been 

talking about, plus careful remediation and environmental 

care and a comprehensive museum that traces the entire 
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history of Rocky Flats, including the point of view of peace 

activists and cleanup activists? If that isn't possible, 

then I vote for Alternative C because it comes closer, 

although I don't understand why the Lindsay Ranch has to be 

obliterated. Thank you very much for this opportunity. 

MS. ERIKSON: Ron Hellbusch and Mike 

Fenerty . 
BY MR. RON HELLBUSCH: 

My name is Ron Hellbusch. I'm director of 

Public Works and Utilities with the City of Westminster. 

Just want to make some general comments regarding the land 

use proposed as a wildlife refuge. Westminster City Council 

strongly supports the National Wildlife Refuge use as a land 

use for this particular site. 

The cities of Westminster and Northglenn and 

Thornton utilize the Standley Lake water supply downstream 

from the site for its water supply for those three 

communities, and generally agree that the nondevelopment 

wildlife refuge used for that site is compatible with the 

water supply concerns the cities have collectively with the 

surrounding open space that the City of Westminster manages 

and the trail system. 

Our city council and staff members have been 

active since 1990 with DOE and the various health agencies 

in the cleanup process and are equally involved with the 
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Rocky Flats Coalition, Local Governments and the planning 

process with the Fish & Wildlife Service. 

City council will have an official briefing 

by the Fish L Wildlife staff in April. Following that 

briefing, city council will issue comments relative to the 

specific alternatives. But the City supports this 

particular type of land use, nondevelopmental land use for 

this particular site and the City appreciates the openness 

and the cooperation Fish L Wildlife has extended to the 

cities. 

MS. ERIKSON: Mike Fenerty and then Anne 

Fenerty. 

BY MR. MIKE FENERTY: 

Mike Fenerty. I object to the use of this site, 

the alternative of opening up the site at all and feel it 

should be closed off as most of the previous speakers talked 

about. 

To put it in perspective, I'd like you to 

imagine the owner of a small gas station prosecuted by the 

EPA for a leaking underground tank, hauled into court for 

refusing to do a full cleanup, places a fence, but most of 

the contamination is more than three feet underground. He 

then offers to abandon the site with the leaking tank and 

turn the gas tank into a wildlife refuge. The owner clearly 

would be laughed out of court, fined and possibly jailed. 
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The Rocky Flats has many square miles of 

contaminated compounds of plutonium, uranium, volatile 

chemicals and beryllium, which I have personal experience. 

Only the surface will be cleaned up to a supposedly safe 

level. Little cleanup is planned below three feet. 

The government it contracted expects a bonus 

of hundreds of millions of dollars for early completion. 

Congress mandated the creation of the wildlife refuge, and 

open access to the public is a real possibility on this 

grossly contaminated site. 

I find it truly amazing that many local 

residents and many of the local government representatives 

seem so unconcerned. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Anne Fenerty. 

BY MS. ANNE FENERTY: 

I'm Anne Fenerty. I'm reading this for 

Professor lggy Litaor from Tel-Hai Academic College in 

Galilee, Israel. An open letter to the US Fish h Wildlife 

Service concerning its Draft plan for the Rocky Flats 

National Wildlife Refuge. 

I served as a senior soil scientist for EGhG 

Rocky Flats from 1990 to 1995 studying the fate and 

transport of actinides in the soil environs of RFP. This 

work yielded 14 publications in the leading scientific 

journals of my field. These studies clearly mapped the 
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extent of the contaminants around the defunct plutonium 

processing plant and investigated the processes that govern 

the mobility of plutonium and americium in the soil 

environs. 

The actinides in the soil environs of RFP 

resulted from accidents such as the '57 and '69 fires and 

poor management of an internal waste site locally known as 

the 903 Pad. Most of the actinides were transported across 

the landscape by wind. Once the contaminants were deposited 

on the soil, their mobility was greatly reduced, unless the 

topsoil is disturbed and dust is generated, hence, any 

activity that may generate dust in the areas east, southeast 

and northeast of RFP should be avoided. Other potential 

transport mechanisms that were investigated included runoff 

and groundwater flow. 

Under normal and selected simulated 

conditions, the actinides are stable and will not travel 

significant distances to groundwater and/or to streams. 

However, under the somewhat unusual climatological 

conditions experienced in the spring of '95, we observed 

significant actinides movement down the soil profile and 

across the soil landscape. In particular, the runoff 

generated during the May 17, 1995 rainstorm yielded at least 

10 millicuries, which is 10 billion picocuries, of plutonium 

that traveled more than 100 meters down slope. Increased 
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levels of plutonium and americium were even observed in 

Woman Creek. Once the results became known, DOE promptly 

terminated the project using the convenient pretext of the 

massive layoffs that were administrated by Kaiser-Hill 

during this period. And I must say that the capture of this 

rainfall event in the soil and on the surface was my best 

research to date using a highly sophisticated advanced soil 

monitoring system that was installed in the soil and on the 

surface specifically designed to capture such an unusual 

event. 

The results of this work were never published 

because Kaiser-Hill and DOE refused to give me crucial 

geological data without which I could not finish the 

groundwater simulations and mass flow calculations. 

The fate and transport of actinides in the 

soil environment of Rocky Flats is still an open question. 

During my tenure with Rocky Flats, I collected more than 700 

surficial soil samples and excavated more than 4 5  deep soil 

pits in the buffer zone and beyond. It was a common 

occurrence that my personal protection equipment was found 

hot by the end of the day and was discarded into the hot 

contaminated bin. 

On the basis of my personal knowledge and 

experience, I strongly recommend that the buffer zone around 

RFP highly limited to public use. I'm in favor of 
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Alternative C that allows for ecological restoration, 

environmental studies and permits limited and supervised 

access to the public, mainly in the Rock Creek drainage. 

MR. HUGHES: That completes those who signed 

up. Now, anyone who has not signed up before and is 

interested in doing so, you have the opportunity to take 

three minutes. When you come to the front, if you can just 

say your name. 

BY MR. JOHN GEAZENTANNER: 

My name is John Geazentanner and I just 

wanted to say that I'm in favor of Alternative B mostly. I'm 

assuming that it is going to be open to public access. I 

wouldn't mind if it was closed off, like a lot of people 

have been saying, but assuming that it is, I'm mostly in 

favor of B with a few exceptions. 

The Service identified like about 2,460 acres 

of habitat for prairie dogs, but B is proposing to limit 

them to 7 5 0  acres. And as far as I can tell from the plan, 

that was just because of a staffing issue, that it would be 

too hard to keep them under control if they got close to the 

maximum or something like that. But so I wonder if that's 

not fair for the prairie dogs. I don't know. 

I wish that the alternative would consider 

allowing relocations from off site. That's allowed in D and , 

I don't know why it's not in 8. There's a plague issue, but 
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I think that would be screened for easily enough. 

I understand it would allow - -  consider 

allowing locations from off site of B and also with hunting. 

I agree with the woman who spoke earlier, if it is necessary 

to environmental degradation from over-grazing, then I think 

they should use professionals and not children. I don't 

think youth and disabled people need more opportunities to 

shoot things, but I don't think that's compatible with the 

mission of the refuge. I just - -  and it's not just really a 

refuge if you're not being shot at or if you are being shot 

at. 

And I also question about the off-trail use 

in certain portions of the refuge, because it - -  maybe it's 

just too different for me, because all the open space, you 

always have to stay on the trail and it prevents erosion and 

damaging plant life and stuff like that, and it said it 

would be minimized because it would only be in the winter. 

But given the number of people that are expecting to use the 

refuge, it seems to me there would be a lot of people 

walking around trampling things. And I would hope that at 

least the refuge does gust fine, but there's a lot of damage 

being caused, that they would reconsider that. So I guess 

that's about all I've got. 

MR. HUGHES: Anyone else who wants to take 

that opportunity for three minutes? We have some time left 
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between now and 8:30 and what that gives us the opportunity 

to do is first give the floor to Dean and then to open up 

the floor for some questions and answers. 

Not knowing how many questions will come, 

many of you may have come to ask a question, what we're 

going to do is just write them down. So just lob the 

questions out, we'll write them down and then we'll ask Dean 

the ones that are relevant to the CCP and EIS. 

MR. RUNDLE: As I said earlier, My name is 

Dean Rundle. I'm the refuge manager for the Rocky Flats 

project. And first I want to thank everyone for coming 

tonight. This is a great turnout and I really appreciate 

the interest so many people have in the planning process and 

the comments you made earlier. 

There's been a lot of stuff in the newspapers 

lately about Rocky Flats. We're getting a lot of 

communications from the public and there's some people, 

perhaps some of you are concerned or perhaps frustrated 

about the scope of our plan and the legal process and I 

wanted to take a few minutes to address that issue. 

We have said from the beginning of this 

process that the cleanup of Rocky Flats is outside the scope 

of our plan, that is true. In the end, as Laurie mentioned 

earlier, it will be a record decision signed by our regional 

director that will set this plan and get it approved. He 
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doesn't have the authority to effect cleanup issues and 

neither do I. 

Very clearly, the cleanup of Rocky Flats is 

the responsibility of the Department of Energy with 

oversight from the Environmental Protection Agency and the 

Colorado Health Department. And that is as it should be and 

that should make you happy. Because cleaning up these sites 

like this or making nuclear weapons is not a core business 

of the United States Fish & Wildlife Service, managing 

National Wildlife Refuges is part of our core business. 

One of the issues that we're facing here is 

this time line. This is not a typical time line for a doing 

CCP. It's very unusual for us to do a Comprehensive 

Conservation Plan for a piece of property that we have not 

already acquired. We're here at this phase in this plan 

because of a special law that was passed and statutory 

requirements passed by congress that we complete this plan 

by December of 2004. There are some other important things 

to know in that legislation. 

Number one is that cleanup always trumps 

refuge activities. We're being required to prepare this 

plan before all the cleanup decisions are made, before 

institutional control plans are approved, before there are 

remedial investigations and feasibility studies conducted, 

and before we've even done some of the things we normally do 
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like our Level 3 contaminant survey. 

We are basing this plan, presenting these 

alternatives to you with the pretext and understanding that 

there are decisions that are made in a public process that 

we have input to and all of you have input to and the site 

will be certified by the Environmental Protection Agency 

prior to transfer. The plan we have presented tonight is 

the plan we would implement following that cleanup and 

certification. And it's been talked about that this could 

happen in 2006 to 2008 time frame. If the certification is 

not done until 2012, we won't get this land, we won't 

implement that plan until such time that that becomes 

effective. 

Now, because of all these other things going 

on, that may change things. For example, we have proposed 

this hunting program, we have collected tissue samples from 

26 deer last year. Right now they are on their way to a 

laboratory to be analyzed for radionuclide contamination. 

If it comes back that those deer would not be safe to eat, 

that's definitely going to impact what we find here. 

The characterization of potential 

contamination in lands that are to be transferred to the 

Service or proposed to be transferred is not yet complete. 

We have asked to, along with the EPA and State and DOE, have 

agreed to take significant additional sampling of the soils 
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in the buffer zone. I think they're going to grab 

500-something more locations. Is that going on right now, 

Mark? 

MR. SATTELBERG: Yes. 

MR. RUNDLE: This plan is written with the 

knowledge we have today. It we yet different knowledge that 

there is in fact dangerous levels of contamination in these 

lands that may be transferred, that obviously is going to 

affect what ideally has to do with cleanup and how it will 

affect the refuge. 

So this is going to be an ongoing 

discussion. I would encourage all of you to participate 

with the RFCA parties who will make the decisions about the 

cleanup and that process. There are appropriate places to 

do that that are not within the scope of our 

responsibilities or with the CCP. 

I wish that this many people would come to 

the Citizen's Advisory Board meetings where last month the 

DOE was there to present their status reports, and I think 

there was two people there. So I encourage you to 

participate through the Citizen's Advisory Board which meets 

monthly and is a formal advisory committee through the 

Department of Energy. You can also take things directly to 

DOE, EPA, State or to, if you live in one of the Rocky Flats 

communities, to your local elected officials who represent 
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you at the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. So 

there are, I think, good venues for these things to be 

raised to the appropriate decision makers. 

There have been several statements tonight 

about, and we perceive, about the dangerous nature of the 

entire site. And we certainly want to consider that. What 

we know today - -  my understanding is, and from contaminants 

folks reviewing the data, that we have no scientific data 

right now that indicates that there's dangerous levels of 

contaminants in the lands outside what DOE has proposed to 

retain here. There is some, there's very little level. 

I don't believe that EPA or the CCP is 

actually requiring any remediation of any sites that are 

proposed to transfer to the refuge. Is that correct, Mark? 

MR. SATTELBERG: That's correct. 

MR. RUNDLE: So there's nothing in the lands 

that this plan would apply to that has levels of 

contaminants that we know today that are high enough to 

require a cleanup to be protective of the most exposed 

person, which is the refuge board. 

So the last thing I'll say is that I was 

happy to learn today that DOE has decided to sponsor an 

additional public workshop to address some of the questions 

that you have that have been directed to us in that they are 

better prepared to answer and respond to. I'm sure they'll 
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1 make public notification that I understand will be held at 

2 3:OO in the afternoon on April 14th at Building 6 0 .  

3 And that's my statement I need to make. And 

4 we'll try to answer questions that runs within the scope of 

5 our process. Thank you. 
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MR. HUGHES: So if you have questions, we'll 

write them down and we will get a cluster of them. 

MR. RUNDLE: There were some questions during 

the comments. 

Q. I have two questions. Is the 6,200 acres, 

does that include any of the part that DOE is retaining, or 

in other words, how many acres are you working with? 

MR. RUNDLE: 6,238 acres is the extent of the 

federal ownership on the site. Everything. I don't have 

the exact measurement of this. And the shape of this may 

change slightly based on these cleanup decisions that 

haven't been made. 

I believe the DOE is projecting now is about 

1200. I think that's about right, about 1200 acres. And of 

course this includes terminal ponds, that's where the 

landfill that they're going to have to keep, and I believe 

this is a 7 picocurie line that goes out here towards 

Indiana from the 903 Pad. 

The current data, most all the rest of this, 

is 5 or less from the data that's been collected so far. 

Q. And my second question, are you aware of the 

projected growth of homes? It would be 2,000 homes that the 

builders are hoping to get directly south of the plant. 

MR. RUNDLE: We're anticipating that the 

southern boundary will develop into a southern interface 
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boundary with housing or some other type of commercial 

development. We'll open public land up here, mostly public 

land to the west and to the east, but we are aware that 

there are plan developments on the southern boundary. 

Q. You said the radiation is low. How low is 

low? How many picocuries or curies is it putting out? 

MR. RUNDLE: The most I've seen is, this is 

a 7 line, 7 picocuries the DOE will retain and everything 

outside that is 5 or less. But we are taking additional 

samples. 

Q. What did they say was acceptable for humans 

to be in contact with? How much? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, we're getting into stuff 

that you need to address to the health physicists or the 

State and I'm not qualified to answer that. But I can tell 

you this, that ideally we will retain all the properties 

where institutional controls will be required in order to be 

protected. 

Like I said, our plan is based on the idea 

that this cleanup will be certified and that EPA is not 

going to certify if it's not safe for people to do the 

things that we're proposing. 

We did have a question in one community, a 

couple of individuals suggested relocating prairie dogs on 

the site. We're not proposing to do that for a couple of 
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reasons. Number one, prairie dogs are an animal, one of the 

burrowing animals that would have the potential to impact 

the maintenance of the refuge because we're going to have 

stuff left subsurface in here. So we don't want to 

exacerbate any issues we may have with prairie dogs leaving 

the refuge. 

The other issue is that there's a biological 

The National Wildlife issue with prairie dog conservation. 

Refuge does not serve as dumping grounds for unwanted 

wildlife. And we know that's a difficulty for many of the 

municipalities around here. I don't think accepting these 

animals into the refuge system assists jurisdictions and 

developers and the conservation community in resolving that 

issue and leaving the prairie dog conservation throughout 

the lands. 

Q. What's the status of the MOU? And my 

concern is mineral rights. I know you said you're adamant, 

you don't want land transferred to you that has mineral 

rights, but if that does happen, will that reopen the CCP to 

deal with the environmental impact? 

MR. RUNDLE: First of all, the statute also 

requires us to do the CCP. We write the MOW with the 

Department of Energy over what land is to be transferred. 

It's my understanding that the assistant secretary is not 

happy with some of the language, we're going to have to come 
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back to it and I don't know where that's at right now. 

The mineral rights are preserved by the 

statute outside of the property lines that existed at the 

time that the law was passed or preserved. Our position is 

that we don't want to accept - -  on these maps indicates 

areas that are currently permitted by the State of Colorado 

and Jefferson County for gravel mines. We're not 

necessarily opposed to the transfer of, why isn't that still 

outstanding, private mineral rights such as coal, gas or 

oil, we do not want to bring lands into the refuge system, 

put up boundary signs and then have that destroyed by strip 

mines. That's an unresolved issue at this point. 

Q. Two simple questions. One is, as a user of 

an area, which I have some questions about wanting to go 

there, is there a method for me to monitor the amount of 

dust, stuff in my bicycle tires that I might be bringing 

home to my family? It's one thing to clean up a space such 

as this, but to clean up, you know, once the stuff goes into 

the dryer it affects all my clothes and everything else. 

So I guess the question is, is there a means 

of measuring these picocuries or energy that this stuff is 

emitting so that I, in my own mind, can be safe that I'm 

below some threshold? Like when you go on site, are you 

wearing a tag? 

MR. RUNDLE: No. 
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Q. How do you know - -  because a worker who works 

out there, they would be wearing a tag. 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, the way we ask the 

question about medical - -  like at the arsenal they are on a 

medical monitoring program where our employees are not on a 

medical monitoring program at Rocky Flats. And I think the 

only people who are are actually the people that work in the 

highly contaminated plutonium buildings. 

And again, to answer your question, I don't 

know. I'm assuming there's technology to do that. I don't 

know how much it costs o r  where to get it, but if there's 

not a certification that it's safe f o r  these uses, there's 

not going to be a refuge and we're not going to have the 

trails open either. 

I think we talk about in the plan, we do have 

a safety goal. I think that we do want to tell people with 

signage and materials about the history of the site and 

people know what the site used to be. We haven't got 

down -: that's a real step-down plan when we get into 

writing the text with signs and things like that, but 

whether you use the signs o r  not, of course will be your own 

choice. But we're basing this on the fact that it will be 

clean and safe to use with what we're allowing. 

Q. You mentioned that there's contaminants that 

you tested for. I was wondering what those were, the 
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chemicals exactly, and how deep was your testing? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's really outside the scope 

of the plan. I think that the most contaminants of concern 

are what people refer to as radionuclides, mostly plutonium, 

and the exact extent of the testing, I would engage you to 

go to DOE'S open house and ask them that question. 

Q. Mine is kind of two part, but the CCP, EIS, 

when was that published in the Federal Register and what was 

wrong with it that it got - -  the date got pushed farther 

Out? 

MR. RUNDLE: Laurie, what was the initial 

date it was published? 

MS. SHANNON: It was published on February 

19th and the glitch was that it got published in the Federal 

Register, but it didn't get published by the EPA. And the 

EPA's action starts the clock on the public comment period. 

So it's been published. We expect the EPA notice to go in 

on Friday, so it's actually a benefit to the public because 

it is extended to April 6th. 

MR. RUNDLE: Any comments submitted 

immediately on February 19th. in that initial publication, 

are going to be received and considered. 

We're not going to shorten it on the front end that way. 

Q. Two quick questions. One, if you could 

explain what a Level 3 contaminant survey is, and then the 
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second is, what actions will Fish & Wildlife take in order 

to prevent the seasonal off-trail hiking from going into the 

retained area? I know that DOE will have some 

responsibility for the institutional control, but what will 

Fish h Wildlife do? 

MR. RUNDLE: Good question. First question 

was what was a Level 3 contaminant survey. Department of 

Interior policy requires that we do a contaminant survey 

prior to acquisition of any lands into the National Wildlife 

Refuge system. So we do this when you farm land or any 

other lands that come into the system. 

A Level 3 survey is the highest level and 

actually involves a plan that includes analytical type of 

testing of either byota or soils and water by our 

contaminants biologist. Mark Sattelberg in the back will be 

the design lead on that. Level 1 survey is the refuge 

manager walks around, looks for leaking drums and things 

like that. 

So part of the Level 3 we are doing is the 

testing of these deer tissue and organ samples. And there 

will be some additional biotesting and it will probably be 

later this summer when that's taken care of. It gives us an 

opportunity that if there are things we are interested in, 

we're going to be looking at that stuff. 

Q. Are you testing deer only? 
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MR. RUNDLE: Right now we've got the deer 

samples. 26 animals were harvest - -  sorry, I jumped out of 

order. Chronic waste and disease testing, last year we took 

five tissue samples from each of those deer, and Mark, I 

don't know what your plans are for other biotesting. 

MR. SATTELBERG: We haven't really developed 

areas. Right now we're looking at areas of potential 

concern that DOE may not have looked at before or have 

looked at and not sampled that we think should be sampled. 

So we're in the process of reviewing all the historical 

data, looking at areal photographs and things like that. 

MR. RUNDLE: I didn't get to her second 

question, which was how do we control people - -  

Q. With the off-trail hiking, seasonal off-trail 

hiking. 

MR. RUNDLE: There was kind of a question 

during testimony as to why we would have this off-trail use 

allowed. And that goes back to the public uses of the 

refuge, which include things like wildlife photography and 

wildlife observation. So if you're going to invite people 

or allow serious bird-watching, it makes it tough to 

restrict that person who wants to take a picture of a 

wildflower or get to a good view on that small bird to 

always just stay on the trail. And we will have to watch 

how much of that stuff occurs. 
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Every refuge that I'm aware of, and I've 

worked a lot of them, has closed areas. Areas that are 

closed for wildlife sanctuary purposes or may be closed to 

protect cultural resources or areas around our facilities 

and things like that. We control that through signage, 

brochures, regulations and active law enforcement. We have, 

I think, a pretty good deal of experience doing this. 

I can give you what I think is a good 

example. The last refuge I was at in Southern California, 

the Tijuana Slew Refuge, had several critically listed 

endangered species, had very hazardous areas, the waters at 

the Tijuana Estuary presented a significant biohazard to 

human contact because of effluent coming off the Mexican 

side. Our biologists had to be inoculated for hepatitis and 

typhus and all types of diseases, but still we were still 

able to have public access on trails for people to do 

bird-watching and things like that down there. And we'd 

control that with signs and law enforcement, I think very 

effectively. 

We did not have problems with people passing 

signs and swimming in the river. So that's what we will 

do. 

Q. Dean, as a lot of people, I'm also concerned 

about the fact that Fish h Wildlife will not address the 

contamination on the site and that the Draft EIS speaks 
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about the pristine site, that it could be on the Southern 

California side rather than a nuclear weapons plant. And 

you are the lead agency under the NEPA law, and as a lead 

agency under the NEPA law, you do have to look at the 

effects of this particular action, the CCP on the human 

environment. In other words, you do have some 

responsibilities. And I do realize that this is something 

that Fish & Wildlife wanted to acquire, like so many of the 

beautiful wildlife refuges, but it is still, under the law, 

a requirement that you do look at public safety. 

This is just a comment I would like to make. 

And then I have a couple of questions. I'm very pleased 

that you're finally analyzing the deer that you have in your 

freezer. I would like to know what you're going to analyze 

it for, which part of the tissue. The muscle is the part 

that people would eat, if they will be hunting on the site. 

I know the gonads and other parts have been analyzed. Are 

you going to analyze the muscle tissue? 

MR. RUNDLE: Mark, you wrote the specs on 

that, you want to answer that question. 

MR. SATTELBERG: The five tissues that we 

collected were the lung, liver, kidney, muscle and bone 

that we're looking at, particularly the muscle and the liver 

f o r  human consumption. We're looking at the bone because 

that's typically where the plutonium will end up, and also 
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the lung because of inhalation. So see what kind of 

inhalation loads they're getting and kidneys will also 

accumulate americium and uranium. 

Q. And the last question I have for you, if you 

look at the DOE maintaining the area which you call the 

blob, which just looking at it, I would say it's within one 

fourth to one third of the total area, and I'm really 

concerned about the fact that due to that fact that we don't 

have an MOU, we do not know what's happening in this large 

area of your refuge. We don't know about signs. There is 

talk about a seamless refuge. 

What is there to prevent children from one of 

the trails south of that getting into the equipment, water 

treatment, this type of thing? 

MR. RUNDLE: I think the answer to that is 

that the institutional control plan is not complete yet and 

we all need to engage the parties with a robust discussion 

of what those institutional controls will be on that site. 

So that will not be our decision. I can tell 

you that for now we definitely want that site to be 

marked - -  boundaries to be marked as permanently as 

possible. 

Q. But you keep talking about a seamless refuge. 

MR. RUNDLE: I said we need it to be marked 

so that we and the public know where the two boundaries are 
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clearly. And if it's safe, we would prefer that that 

boundary not preclude the movement of wildlife across the 

site. So I think that's a discussion about what types of 

signage and monuments or markers or fencing will be required 

there. And I think that is something that all of us need to 

engage the RFCA parties about that area. 

We do know in that area there's going to be 

residual contamination left. It's a concern to us, it's a 

concern to you. And I think personally, I'm not too 

concerned that the surface of the refuge is going to be 

unsafe for us to work on or for you to walk on when the 

cleanup is done. But 30, 40, 5 0  years down the road, I 

think long-term stewardship is what we all need to be 

concerned about and we all need to engage in that 

discussion, but it's not within the scope of this plan. 

MR. HUGHES: I've got other questions so I 

want to move on. 

Q .  I would like to have one follow-up, and that 

is, the prairie dogs do go down seven feet, isn't that 

right? 

MR. RUNDLE: Yes. 

MR. TRENHOLNE: Dean, you've used the term 

RFCA . 
MR. RUNDLE: I'm sorry. The cleanup is being 

conducted under an agreement between the Department of 
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Energy, the EPA and the State of Colorado that's call the 

Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement. And the RFCA parties, the 

decision makers are the DOE, the EPA and the State of 

Colorado. 

Q .  I live in Boulder across the street from the 

National Institute of Standard Technology and we've had for 

years, they've kind of had an open flow-through policy of 

access through that area and now we're looking at a fence 

opportunity of 8-foot-high metal stakes every 12 inches 

apart. And this appears to be a nice place to put a wall of 

stakes eight to ten feet high to inhibit areas - -  this 

retained area full of contaminated ground. I'd have the 

kind of marker, a fence, to inhibit flow of traffic through 

it. 

MR. HUGHES: Is the question, why isn't there 

a fence? 

Q. Is there going to be a fence and is it going 

to be eight feet high? 

MR. RUNDLE: I don*t know how to answer that 

question. It's not our decision. It's not within the scope 

of this plan. 

Q .  You said it was seamless earlier. 

MR. RUNDLE: We have said that we would 

prefer a seamless landscape that would not prohibit the 

movement of wildlife. Now, that's based on whether the RFCA 
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decision makers decides whether that's a safe thing or not. 

If the EPA, DOE and State Health Department say there needs 

to be a concrete wall with glass shards on the top of it, 

that trumps anything we do in that plan. And that's what 

will be there. 

MR. HUGHES: I want to ask again that we 

stick to the question, because that's what this portion of 

the agenda is for. And I'm going to ask you to hold the 

preface part. 

Q. I just want to have you clarify that it is 

the Fish & Wildlife's jurisdiction or authority to decide 

whether to put a fence or signs or whatever the 

boundary demarcation might be. The buffer. 

M R .  RUNDLE: No, that is not our decision, 

responsibility or authority to make that decision. We will 

provide input to those decision makers about what we think 

is appropriate, but that input will also come from you and 

many other people. 

We will decide what goes around the perimeter 

of the property that becomes National Wildlife Refuge and 

all four proposals call for the maintenance of the current 

five-strand barbed wire stock fence that surrounds the Rocky 

Flats property. It will be posted with National Wildlife 

boundary signs that say National Wildlife Refuge boundary, 

all unauthorized entry prohibited. Unauthorized be the key 
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word. 

Q .  I'm curious about the criteria for hunting 

two weekends out of the year, low impact weapons. What is 

the origin of that idea? What's the reasoning behind it? 

M R .  RUNDLE: Okay. That's a good question. 

That's germane to the plan. The National Wildlife Refuge 

system is what we call a primary system of public lands. 

We're not multiple use like the forest land. The organic 

legislation, like the Refuge Improvement Act of ' 9 7 ,  

congress designated six priority public uses of the National 

Wildlife Refuge system that are all wildlife dependent. 

They include hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, 

wildlife photography, interpretation and environmental 

education. All these things need abundant and diverse 

wildlife to conduct. 

We hunt on refuges for two reasons. One is 

to provide a wholesome outdoor recreation experience for 

people who want to do that, and particularly large ungulates 

such as deer and elk to control populations and make sure we 

don't have habitat damage caused by overpopulation. 

Because it is a priority public use, we are 

mandated by that organic law to provide those priority 

public uses whenever they are compatible with the purposes 

of the refuge, meaning they don't materially detract from 

our ability to manage and restore ecosystems and preserve 
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endangered species and preserve research and preserve native 

flora and fauna, which is the purpose of Rocky Flats. 

So we would propose that we would have 

limited hunting that would provide some recreational 

opportunities for some groups and also help us maintain deer 

and elk populations at a sustainable level for the habitat 

out there. 

We are particularly concerned about not 

wanting to have the establishment of any resident elk 

population that comes down to the prairie and stays on the 

prairie. This is happening other places along the Front 

Range. There's a lot of conflict that results from that. 

We hope we'll have corridors where large 

ungulates can move on the prairie and back up to the 

mountains, but we don't want to have the situation that 

we've got up in Loveland where we've got hundreds of elk 

that are moving out to suburban areas and staying there all 

the time. They would have the ability to greatly impact the 

important endangered species habitat and the rare shores of 

Rocky flats. 

Q. Would you consider using cross-striping or 

something like for the DOE area so you can see through it? 

Because a lot of your maps have some very good data on it, 

but you can't see through that green blob in the middle. 

MR. RUNDLE: You want to see what the habitat 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 .  

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

56 

types are under the blob? 

Q. Right. 

MR. RUNDLE: We don't know how to answer that 

because we don't know what the final regrade and revision 

plans are going to be. 

Q. Somebody should know, because I think it 

would help people see continuity of the site. 

MR. RUNDLE: So you'd like to present in the 

future or in the final planning, a map that would show the 

existing habitat out there, including the DOE retained land? 

Q. It's not so much a comment as a question as 

to why you didn't do it that way? 

MR. RUNDLE: We didn't do it that way because 

we tried to make it clear to the public that this plan does 

not apply to that retained property. We didn't want that 

confusion. 

Q. As more information comes in from your 500 

steps towards better characterization of the site and the 

Level 3 plan and from other sources, DOE, and if you witness 

that no plan is perfect, then will you blend these plans or 

will you come up with yet another plan? How hard and fast 

are these four alternatives? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, the four alternatives that 

we're presenting to you, we believe is - -  any one of these 

could achieve the purposes of the refuge, the intent of 
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congress and the Refuge Act and missions and goals of the 

Refuge Act and also the requirements for safe uses and 

things like that. 

We've proposed Alternative B. I guess we 

always try to practice - -  it's a new word for us in refuges. 

but adaptive management. As new information comes forward, 

the safety of the sites from the contaminant level, new 

invasive species, we have to adjust to do those things. If 

we get that information after a record of decision is 

signed, I think we have to take a look at how much of the 

plan that would impact and determine whether we have to 

reopen that rod and come back to the public for another 

process or if it was a minor adjustment. It might be just a 

simple matter of, this is not going to work over here, we're 

not going to do that part. I think it depends on the extent 

and nature of that new data. 

Q. It's not a follow-up, but it's a separate 

little question. ltss probably easily answered. but why in 

Alternative C does Lindsay Ranch have to be obliterated? 

MR. RUNDLE: Because that is a legitimate 

alternative for meeting the goals of the Act which says, 

preserve it in accordance with the National Historical 

Preservation Act. The site is not national registered 

eligible. It's an aesthetically pleasing site, it's 

pleasing to people in the local community, it's not a 
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historical significant site. 

Also, Alternative C is, to the extent 

possible, returns this site to pre-settlement conditions. 

Pre-settlement there was no buildings on that site and there 

was no pond there, so that's why they were removed in that 

alternative. 

Q. What's been presented, I've got a 

contaminated area, I'm going to have a contaminated area in 

the middle and a nice clean area around it. Now, how has 

Fish h Wildlife looked at how they would prevent a prairie 

do9 or an ant or a deer or anybody else carrying this 

contaminated material across that line? 

MR. RUNDLE: DOE is going to be responsible 

for probably institutional controls. We haven't signed up 

for any participation in institutional controls at this 

time. I think we do have an obligation to help protect that 

site from what we can and so we would not do things to 

encourage prairie do9 movement. 

There are prairie dogs on the industrial area 

now. We provide recommendations to DOE about their 

revegetation of the industrial area following demolition, 

we're encouraging them to use appropriate native vegetation 

that would discourage prairie do9 colonization of the site. 

And I don't know what the institutional 

control plan will be. I'm assuming we'll recommend 
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certainly that. it requires regular inspection to look at 

burrowing animals, particularly on landfills and things like 

that, but we haven't signed up yet to assist DOE with those 

types of things in the future. 

Back to the question about relocation, 

because we know that we don't want burrowing animals in that 

area, so we don't want to encourage them to expand and we 

also don't want prairie dogs to expand in the tall grass 

ecosystem where the black tail is not a native species, and 

could actually impact that special tall grass area on the 

west. 

Q. How do you control the overpopulation, or is 

there any, of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal? And if there 

isn't a problem, maybe there wouldn't be a problem also at 

Rocky Flats. 

MR. RUNDLE: The equivalent plan for the 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal is a CNP. but it's basically the same 

thing. They changed their name in '97. And that allows us 

to use culling, sharp shooting to control deer populations, 

if needed, but it also has a provision for hunting to occur 

after the cleanup is completed over there. That's still an 

Amy-owned site, we expect some land to be transferred to us 

later this month, but we would not implement that hunting 

provision until later. 

Q. Have you had to cull up to this point? 
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MR. RUNDLE: We have culled in the '90s. 

Recently in the last several year, the coyotes have been 

doing a good enough job keeping the population down. 

Q. What quantity of chemicals have you found in 

the soil, such as carbon tetrachloride? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's outside of the scope of 

the plan, but I'm only aware that there are some hazardous 

wastes in the industrial area. There's a carbon test plume 

that's being treated with a groundwater treatment system. 

It doesn't affect the land that we expect to be transferred 

to Fish & Wildlife Service. 

Q. Would cost be a consideration in selecting 

one of these alternatives, like if you don't have any money 

you would just - -  

MR. RUNDLE: One guidance I gave to the plan 

team was let's make plans that are reasonably achievable 

given budget environments. We're funded by annual 

appropriations, like other federal agencies, and there is a 

funding chart and what we expect all these alternatives to 

cost. I think A was the cheapest, C was the most expensive, 

or D was the most expensive, C was the next most expensive, 

and the preferred alternative was the second most expensive, 

B. The proposed alternative would be a staff of four and 

would cost $16 million, approximately, over the 15 years of 

the plan, about a half million dollars operating budget. 
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MR. TRENHOLME: The decision makers - -  

MR. RUNDLE: The regional director. 

MR. TRENHOLME: The regional director will 

look at the cost of all the alternatives and use that 

information in making their final decision. 

MS. SHANNON: Just one other thing, we're 

required to put sort of like a caveat paragraph in the front 

that we need to do this planning, but by virtue of having 

the plan doesn't guarantee that we'll get the funding that 

we want. 

MR. RUNDLE: The next two years will be 

really bad, so.  

Q. How does the - -  I'm curious how the 

process - -  you said you had to come up with an alternative 

by December 20047 

MR. RUNDLE: The statute says we will 

complete this process and have an approved CCP within three 

years of the passage of the law, which was signed by 

President Bush on December 28th. 2001. So our three years 

expires December 28th. 

Q. How do the rest of the communities weigh in? 

This is a public comment section now, how are the 

communities, their city council or how - -  

MR. RUNDLE: That's a good question, We had 

some special things we had to do because of the special law, 
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so we started the process in February 2002 meeting with the 

representative governments in the Rocky Flats Coalition of 

Local Governments. We had to consult with all of those 

seven governments, plus the cities of Thornton, Northglenn, 

Golden, Lafayette and Louisville with the governor's office, 

the Office of the Attorney General, State Health Department, 

EPA and Citizen's Advisory Board to develop a public 

planning process for Rocky Flats. That was accomplished in 

June of 2002. 

This is the third round of public meetings we 

had. We had the scoping sessions in September of 2002 and 

we presented these alternatives from public comment last 

May, so this is - -  and that was all to develop this Draft 
plan. So now we've got the Draft, we're in a public comment 

period. When the public comment period is over, the 

planning team will yo back, we'll consider the info we've 

had, prepare final documents. At that time the CCP and EIS 

will be split so there will be two booklets at the end, the 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact 

Statement records. And we - -  

Q. Did you yo to each specific government and 

ask them - -  the city councils and ask them for their 

alternatives? 

MR. RUNDLE: Absolutely. We made a 

presentation last month at the February meetings of the 
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Rocky Flats Coalition and Local Governments, to the 

Citizen's Advisory Board, and said throughout the process, 

we will meet with anybody at any time to discuss that. 

We've answered questions for presentations to optimist clubs 

and open space advisory boards and if you have a group that 

would like us to come and talk to you, we will be happy to 

do that. 

MS. SHANNON: $16 million is Alternative D. 

Alternative B is $8.6 million. Dean is not usually wrong, 

so.  

MR. RUNDLE: But I am sometimes. 

Q. A while ago Anne Fenerty read Iggy Litaor's 

letter. Iggy Litaor was the scientist working at Rocky 

Flats that discovered in the spring of ' 9 5  significant 

movement of plutonium on the site. He had added a P.S. to 

his letter that Anne read a moment ago that I think is 

pertinent for many things. 

MR. HUGHES: Have you got a question? 

Q. Yes. I do. I have a comment. 

MR. HUGHES: We did that part. 

Q. I have a recommendation to make. 

MR. HUGHES: I want to make sure we get all 

the questions and answers so we can finish that piece. 

Q. I'll put his P.S. in the form of a 

question. He wondered why your maps, your color maps that 
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are attractive to look at didn't provide useful information 

regarding the actual condition of the site. And he 

wondered, in fact, why there are no maps showing 

the probability of exceedance of various plutonium 

concentrations which would represent thresholds at different 

levels. 

And one could imagine, if we could web this 

to the comment made earlier, recommendations made earlier 

about informed consent, that people could see maps like 

those, that Iggy Litaor proposes, showing all of the buffer 

zones, however, less picocuries, I'd consent to my children 

and myself going there. I'd make that as a recommendation. 

The others, of course, are questions for you. 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, the question I heard was 

why don't our maps show that right now, and the answer to 

that question is, like I said, they designate what they're 

going to retain. The land would require institutional 

controls to be protective. We're going on the understanding 

that the lands that their plan applies to would be safe, but 

we certainly accept that comment and we'll consider those. 

Q. One thing I want to verify, you said that 

Alternative B, you anticipated a staff of four? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's correct. 

Q. And Alternative D, do you know what the 

staffing level is for that? 
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MR. RUNDLE: D was eight, C was five, A was 

two. And let me caveat that those are new FTEs assigned to 

Rocky Flats, all alternatives. Let's assume that this is 

part of a refuge complex, and then for example, the law 

enforcement support, administrative support, maintenance 

trade-type support, heavy equipment operation is a shared 

possible staff of Rocky Mountain Arsenal, so there would be 

other people within my complex that would help at Rocky 

Flats, but there will be four new personnel positions. 

Q. So they would be U.S. Fish & Wildlife people 

exclusively for this site and they would be able to draw on 

resources, regional resources. as an example? 

MR. RUNDLE: At my level they draw within my 

retuge complex, but we do help each other out quite a bit. 

And that does not also include FDE personnel, that would be 

funded through the special fire program. Those firefighter 

types would be additional to that. 

Q. According to all the input to date, what is 

the ratio of people that want open access, as in Alternative 

D, as to the people that never want a human to step foot on 

the site? 

MS. SHANNON: We have tried to yet away from 

a vote. Now, it's not 500 people versus 20 people, because 

that's not what NEPA is about. It's really looking at the 

whole issue, you know, all the issues involved. But I will 
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say that to date we have had more people who have supported 

the alternatives that have public use associated than not. 

Q. People on either side of me are asking how do 

you get this book. Did you bring extra ones tonight? 

MS. SHANNON: If you want a copy of the 

Draft, why don't you leave your name with us and we'll send 

you a copy or you can download it off the web if you want to 

see it immediately. Or if you want to wait a few days, I 

can mail a copy to you. 

Q. Can I suggest you bring some to the other 

meetings, at least a few? 

MS. SHANNON: What we would do, if people 

want to have a hard copy, please give us your name and 

address and we'll send you one over. We also have CDs 

available so if someone wants a CD. The thing is this is a 

pretty complex document, not everybody wants to read this. 

So for some people, it's too much material, other people 

it's not enough. So we'll respond in whatever you need. 

Q. I think it's just been so well done and with 

the index and everything, people, because they could ask 

better questions and know more than just the superficial 

part. 

MR. RUNDLE: If folks want one, we'll send 

them to you as long as they last. There's also copies in 

this library and the public libraries in Arvada, Broomfield 
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what we heard during this public process. I can tell you 

that the planning team, 1'11 make a recommendation. That 

doesn't mean he has to accept it, but I think what the 

planning team brings forward will have a significant impact. 

MR. TRENHOLME: And the record of decision 

will describe the basis for the decision. 

MS. SHANNON: Just so you know, the order 

thing is the next thing that will happen after we get - -  

the public comment period closes and we decide what we're 

going to do. We will prepare the final EIS and then that 

will be mailed out. And it's a 30-day period before it can 

become - -  you can implement it or whatever. 

MR. TRENHOLME: 30 days between the final EIS 

and the decision. 

MS. SHANNON: Once we issue the record of 

decision, then we'll prepare the final Comprehensive 

Conservation Plan. So the CCP will be the last document to 

come out. 

MR. RUNDLE: And this particular plan we also 

have to make a special report to congress, which you don't 

normally have to do, so that will come out also. 

Q. I was just wondering if you could clarify, on 

the public comments, were these individually sent in or were 

they sent in groups? Like who is in the most support of 

recent - - 
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MS. SHANNON: All the main ones, yes. 

MR. RUNDLE: S o  they are available in 

libraries. 

MS. SHANNON: Lakewood and Golden too. 

Q. You said that it's safe. Now, will you 

re-test occasionally? Will you re-test for radiation 

because it will spread with wind and stuff? 

MR. RUNDLE: We're not proposing to do that 

here. I think that's something you need to bring up with 

the RFCA parties. When it comes to long-term stewardship, I 

think long-term stewardship is logical. Really the most 

critical thing to all of us is, is that stuff going to stay 

for a long time. 

Q. I thank you for your fair and openness and 

exchange of information, but the fact that you provide us 

four options implies that somebody somewhere - -  that 

somebody is going to make a choice or vote. 

MR. RUNDLE: That's correct. Well, it won't 

be a vote. That record of decision that the regional 

director will sign will say that this is the plan. 

Q. S o  he'll be the one to pick from these four? 

MR. RUNDLE: He will pick a final decision. 

It may be one of the ones that's up there, it may be one of 

the ones that's up there now with modifications based on 
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MR. RUNDLE: What I would recommend, do we 

have extra copies of the scoping report? 

MS. SHANNON: Yes. 

MR. RUNDLE: I would encourage you to go to 

that website and pull down the scope and reports. It's a 

much shorter document. The scope of the report details the 

comments that we got at our public scoping meetings, which 

were diverse, and represent everything that's been stated 

here tonight. And it also summerizes all the written 

comments that were received either by letter or by E-mail 

and does identify the individuals, organizations or 

governmental agencies that made those written comments. And 

I think that will be a good synopsis for you to kind of see 

what we got in the last - -  we recorded over 1800 comments 

and that doesn't mean that it was 1800 letters, but we might 

have got one letter and picked out of that six or eight 

comments. Whether they were numbered or not, that could 

have been several people who also said the same thing that 

was recorded on a tear sheet at one of the public scoping 

meetings and that was a comment. 

So that's how - -  but I would encourage you to 

look at that scoping report for that type of information. 

MR. TRENHOLME: You might mention, we'll do 

something similar in the final EIS. We're going to go 

through all the public comments we got and respond to all 
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the subsequent comments that were received and they'll be 

either responded to categorically or we'll respond to the 

letters from agencies and organizations individually. 

Q. How heavily are those weighed, like in your 

decision making process? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, I think they're very 

important. 

Q. I know like other situations where public 

comments didn't necessarily go to how the decision weighs. 

MR. RUNDLE: It's not a vote. The law 

requires our agency to make a decision about the CCP and 

that is not a vote because that's not the way the laws are 

set up. But I think that the public comments are very 

important to us. Everything that we hear. Just because a 

recommendation is made, if that's not the decision, that 

does not mean that that comment wasn't heard and considered. 

And we clearly made changes to our 

alternatives from when we brought those alternatives to the 

public, and Laurie went over some of those. If you look, 

there's one map in there that shows areas where we've 

proposed several alternatives where we can use grazing or 

prescribed fire as a management technique and designated an 

area where we say we would not do that. And part of that is 

that strip along Indiana because we know that's where 903 

Plume was, we know there's a public concern about, or 
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perception for those types of activities to stir up residual 

contamination. And part of the reason that's not drawn in 

there is because of the comments we had from the public 

about that particular issue. 

MR. HUGHES: We've also gotten feedback on 

our side, on the process side, about our ability to be fair 

to everyone, give everyone the same amount of time, for 

example, to comment. That's why the three minutes tonight 

and why I'm asking people not to add comments, because 

people are looking at whether or not everyone has exactly 

the same opportunity to comment. 

So the three minutes, we didn't just pick 

that out of a hat, we wanted to give everyone as equal an 

opportunity as we can. And that's why we made that rule. 

MS. SHANNON: And we have to look across four 

public meetings. So even though this is a small, relatively 

small group tonight, if we end up - -  we don't know if 200 

people are going to show up or 50 people, so if we end up 

with a situation where we have 200 people show up, we still 

need to give everybody three minutes. 

MR. RUNDLE: I will say this, that the 

manner that the comments are made does not make an impact on 

the effect or how seriously we'll take them. Clearly verbal 

comments that we hear tonight are taken seriously, someone 

sends us an E-mail tomorrow, their comments will be given 
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the same consideration. 

Q. Now I'm curious. You said the regional 

director will make the final decision? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's correct. 

Q. How much impact will he have or input or 

pressure from politicians, from congress, or are those 

obstacles or pressures, are they weighted evenly with what 

the public wants versus what a politician or a government 

official wants? 

MR. RUNDLE: We have a beautiful system that 

separates executive branch and the legislative branch. 

We're here because congress passed a law and we're the 

executive branch and we have to execute that law. Congress 

doesn't have to go through NEPA to pass a law, they just 

make it a law and then that's it. NEPA applies to decisions 

of the executive branch. 

In this case, statute, regulation and policy 

delegate the authority to sign this record decision to the 

regional director. We brief him at each step along the way. 

Before this document was released, it had to be approved for 

release by the director's office of the Fish & Wildlife 

Service and I can assure you that there are political 

appointees within the Department of Interior that review 

this before it goes out to the public. 

And I can tell you, we maintain a regular 
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dialogue with the elected representatives as well in terms 

of your congressional leaders, so anything is possible. But 

I don't anticipate that there will be unusual political 

pressure to go one way or the other on this. 

Congress spoke pretty clearly about what they 

expected when they passed this statute, said this will be a 

refuge, you will manage these things. Wildlife dependent 

public uses will be the priority public uses of the site. 

So I think the intent of congress was pretty clear. 

Q .  Are you going to reopen for comments after 

you get the research back on your soil samplings and game 

samplings? Because I think a lot of the reasons - -  people 

are uneducated and that's one reason that they're not able 

to comment. Are you going to make those available to the 

public? 

J 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, any documents that we have 

are public records. And if they're not unreleaseable 

because of privacy concerns, we'd certainly share those with 

folks, the results. And again, I'd have to go back and say 

how that will effect - -  what we're doing now will effect on 

the extent of that new information. But there is no further 

public comment period on this plan after April 26th. 

Q. Could I make kind of an announcement, 

something that's coming up? You kind of referred to it a 

second ago. There's going to be a series of meetings on 
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comprehensive risk assessment and this is actually the 

document that's much more important than what we're hearing 

tonight as far as contamination is concerned. This is the 

report that's going to have all of that material in it, all 

the maps that show the contamination, all of the results of 

the tests and everything else. This is something in the 

public process, and it's been attended by four or five 

people, a lot of the meetings. It would be fantastic to 

have a group like this at one of those meetings. So I just 

urge people if they're interested in that, that might be a 

better venue. 

MR. RUNDLE: Thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: I want to thank you all for 

coming. I know the planning team greatly appreciates your 

efforts. 

. . . WHEREUPON, the public hearing was 

concluded at 8:20 p.m. 
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MR. HUGHES: If I could ask everybody to 

take a seat, we'll get started. For those of you who are 

just coming in, we want to make sure that you get signed up 

and we'll get started as soon as you sign up. 

I want to thank all of you for coming tonight 

and welcome you to our formal public hearing on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Comprehensive 

Conservation Plan for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife 

Refuge. 

My name is Mike Hughes and I'm part of the 

planning team and I want to say just a couple of words about 

how tonight will proceed. We have agendas here at the door, 

so as you're coming in, feel free to grab one, follow along 

and I'll explain a little bit about how tonight is going to 

go. 

We got a lot of feedback about previous 

public meetings and what we ought to do in terms of this 

one. Many people say that what we needed was what NEPA in 

fact tells us we ought to do, which is a formal public 

hearing. We have a court reporter, as you can see, so we 

will have a verbatim transcript of the comments made here 

tonight. 

And one of the other things that we heard is 

we should provide an opportunity for speakers to be heard, 

so no small groups, and that everybody should get the same 
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amount of time to comment. 

So here's what that means. Each of you will 

be given three minutes. And since I don't know how long 

three minutes is while I'm talking, we'll help remind you of 

how long three minutes is. So as you're speaking, making 

the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 

the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan, we will give you 

notice of when it's two minutes left, when it's a minute 

left, and then 30 seconds left and then when you have 

exceeded the three minutes. And each of you will have the 

opportunity to do that. 

The best way to do that is to sign up. The 

sign-up sheet is there if you wish to speak. If you haven't 

signed up yet, please do so and we will call two people at a 

time so you know who's next. 

In terms of making that successful, we do 

actually want everyone to be heard for the entire three 

minutes and so it will be important that you give your 

respect to the speaker by allowing them to be heard to 

completion. 

same for you, so giving everyone an equal opportunity to 

speak and to be heard. So please stay within the time 

limits and not add your voice to the voice that's working up 

here. 

And then we're going to ask that they do the 

We ask that you focus your comments on the 
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documents, the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the refuge. This 

is comments to the Fish h Wildlife Service on those 

documents, but it is not the only way that you can make 

comments. So it isn't just three minutes or nothing, there 

is a website, which is on your agenda, so feel free to add 

comments there. We have written comment forms so if you 

choose not to speak tonight or wish to add to what you say 

tonight, you can do that in writing. 

So the comment period is open through April 

26th. So you have up until that time to send us E-mails, go 

to the website, send comment forms in writing, by whatever 

means, as well as your three minutes tonight. 

We have left ourselves a bit of a safety 

valve, depending on the number of people that sign up and 

the size of the group, that if there is time left, everyone 

who wishes to take their three minutes has done so, if 

there's time, we can do some question and answer. We had 

that opportunity last night. We may not depending on how 

many of you sign up, but we'll see. 

As soon as I'm done, I'm going to give the 

floor to Laurie Shannon. So if you look on the agenda 

there's a presentation here in just a minute where Laurie 

will highlight the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement focussing 
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particularly on what has changed since the alternatives were 

in the public forum, in fact in this building not all that 

long ago. So that's where she'll spend most of her time and 

attention. That will be beginning at approximately 7:OO 

where the three-minute time will begin to happen. 

And again, what we're looking for are 

questions you have about the accuracy of the information in 

the document, questions that you have with the adequacy of 

the environmental review, reasonable alternatives other than 

those four that you see there, any information or any 

concerns you have that should, in your mind, trigger some 

change in revision to the Draft. Then we'll adjourn at 

8:30. 

A couple of things I want to say as 

preliminary items. The context within which the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement was written and what happens 

once we leave here tonight, and presuming that the Draft 

moves by the deadline to its final completion, that's the 

first step here. 

The Service would complete the final 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement working from the Draft and issue a record 

of decision. 

The second thing that would have to happen 

after that, before a refuge occurs, before there could be a 
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refuge, is that the Department of Energy would have to 

complete its site cleanup, except for whatever ongoing 

operation the Department of Energy will continue to maintain 

there. So their cleanup would have to be completed. 

Third, t-he Environmental Protection Agency 

and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

would have to certify the completion of that cleanup. So 

without that certification, we don't go further to a refuge. 

If that certification exists, when it exists, step four is 

for the Department of Energy to transfer the land to the 

Department of Interior. 

Fifth, the Department of Interior would then 

establish a refuge and the Service would begin its 

management. S o  all of those things have to happen in 

sequence in order for there to be a National Wildlife 

Refuge. 

The EPA certification is required before the 

site can become a refuge. And I want to focus on this last 

statement. The Comprehensive Conservation Plan and the 

Environmental Impact Statement are written in the context of 

a certified site, that is, as if step 3 were complete, and 

obviously will not take effect, the refuge itself, until 

that certification is approved. So that's the context and 

I'm going to give the floor to Laurie. 

MS. SHANNON: Thank you. Good evening. Can 
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everyone hear me all right? Some of you probably know the 

alternatives well enough and a few of you have been at 

enough of these presentations that I think that you could 

probably do this. 

So that everybody is on the same page, I'm 

just going to briefly highlight the alternatives, and I want 

to focus on what has changed since last May when we first 

presented these alternatives. And first I do want to say 

where we came up with these alternatives and where they came 

up in our process. 

We began drafting the alternatives in the 

late fall of 2002, the November, December time frame, and 

that was following our scoping period in September of 2002. 

And what we took into consideration when we developed these 

alternatives was what we had heard from scoping, the 

significant issues that came out of our scoping process. We 

also looked at the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge, 

system and all of our policies and our goals and all those 

things. And then we also took into consideration the Refuge 

Act itself, what the Refuge Act says. 

So after looking at that, we came up with 

four alternatives, which we first presented last May, and 

then since then we've been busy writing and this is actually 

the Draft plan. 

I am going to start with Alternative 6 ,  which 
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is a proposed action. That's what we're proposing and I 

think that's what here most people are looking at to 

consider whether they like it or they don't or whether they 

like one of the other alternatives. And I want to start by 

showing a little bit of what we changed and not so much 

about every little detail about it. 

Last May the public told us - -  one of the 

things that the public told us was they wanted to see horse 

access. We heard from a lot of users that wanted to see 

some allowance for horses to come onto the site. So what we 

did on the southern part of the site, the trails down here, 

we turned those multiple use trails into access for 

pedestrians, horses and bikes. 

And the other thing that we did down here, 

some folks wanted to see a little bit more of the loops down 

here and a little bit more connectivity, so we tried to work 

on that a little bit. In the northern part of the site, it 

remains like it was last May. This northern multiple use 

trail that's up here would only be access for bicycles and 

pedestrians, and then to the north of that there are a 

couple of foot trails up there. And one of them, the far 

northern one, would only be open on a seasonal basis. 

The other big thing that we heard last May 

was a lot of people told us they thought that we should 

focus on restoration of the site before we started opening 
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it for public uses. So what we did is we are proposing that 

we would open a trail down to the Lindsay Ranch soon after 

we establish the refuge, but after that we would wait until 

after year five before we began to implement the rest of the 

public use program. And during that time period it would 

allow us to work on restoration and picking up roads and 

those kinds of things and also getting our budget together. 

After year five we would then implement the 

rest of the public use program, and by year 15, we would 

complete the plan and then we would have to revise again. 

Another thing we heard last May was that 

folks wanted us to make this connection, this north-south 

connection. And that is one thing that we have not done. 

And the reason why is because we would like to see - -  we 

still would like to see if there is some sort of improvement 

to Indiana, that connection being made as part of that 

project, or we'd like to see the communities outside of the 

refuge make that connection, but it's just hard for us to 

work with the unknowns of the corridor and the DOE retained 

lands and try to get everything in there. So that's our 

preference, not to do that. 

Under this alternative there is just a 

seasonally staffed contact station as opposed to Alternative 

B, which I'll explain, will have a full-blown visitor 

center. The other thing that we changed on Alternative B is 
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that change to the hunting program. And most of it remains 

the same as it was and that is that it's targeted towards - -  

it's a very limited managed hunting program that would be 

targeted toward youth and the disabled and it would be 

low-impact weaponry such as archery, muzzle loading or 

shotgun. It would be only two weekends out of the year. We 

would close the refuge down. And the reason for that is to 

provide a wildlife recreation opportunity and also assist us 

in our own management of the deer and elk populations on the 

site. 

Under none of the alternatives would we allow 

dogs. So I just want to make sure I don't forget to say 

that. 

Moving on, I think that's the main things I 

wanted to point out. Moving on to Alternative A, we only 

made one change on Alternative A. And Alternative A is what 

we call the no action alternative. And that is basically 

carrying on the current regime of management habitat in the 

northern part of the site which is called the Rock Creek 

area. And the rest of the site would be very limited 

management action. 

The one change that we made was that we had 

proposed putting a chain-link fence around the entire site. 

And after evaluating that closely, we took that out and is 

no longer under any of the alternatives. We have analyzed it 
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in Chapter 4 of the Environmental Consequences, that is not 

being considered by us as an alternative. 

Alternative C is what we call the ecological 

restoration alternative. And this alternative focuses on 

the maximum restoration of the site that can be done and 

very minimal public use on this site. In fact, the only 

public use on the site would be a trail that would go out to 

this overlook and that would be it. It would be guided and 

that would probably be less than 1,000 people a year out on 

the site. 

O n  all the - -  under all the alternatives, 

this little road here would be the only vehicle access into 

the site and it would only - -  people could come a short ways 

and have to park. 

Alternative D is what we call the public use 

alternative. And this alternative also focuses on habitat 

and restoration, really focussed on certain plant 

communities, while at the same time trying to maximize the 

amount of public use that we could do. And under all four 

of these alternatives, any one of them is feasible for us to 

do, but this alternative looks at trying to do as much 

public use as we could do within our own funding constraints 

and those sorts of things. 

The changes that we made to Alternative D, 

basically we tried to improve some of the trail 
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connectivity, again tried to improve loops along in here and 

tried to make it work for people a little bit better than 

the way we had it last May. And I think that's about it for 

the major changes. Since there's a lot of people here that 

want to speak, we're going to get right to that. 

MR. HUGHES: In order to do that, I'm going 

to ask Laurie to come up front, also Richard and Dean. As 

you're speaking, you are speaking to the people that worked 

on and are preparing the Environmental Impact Statement and 

the Comprehensive Conservation Plan, so I'm going to ask the 

three people that you're being addressing to introduce 

themselves. 

And now that everyone is in and settled, I 

want to just do a quick announcement about another 

opportunity for you to speak about Rocky Flats, and that's 

an open house that the Department of Energy will sponsor on 

April 14th at 3:OO in the afternoon, Building 60. 

MR. TRENHOLME: I'm Richard Trenholme with 

ERO Resources, I'm part of the planning team. 

MR. RUNDLE: My name is Dean Rundle, I'm the 

refuge manager for the Rocky Flats project. 

MS. SHANNON: And I'm Laurie Shannon, 

planning team leader for this project, 

MR. HUGHES: Again, Jody will help you with 

the three minutes. Jody, first speaker. 
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MS. ERIKSON: Jane Uitti and Anne Fenerty. 



15 16 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BY MS. JANE UITTI: 

I'm Jane Uitti with the Boulder County 

Commissioner's Office. Boulder County is a member of the 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments and has always 

supported the passage of the Refuge Act and supports a 

transfer of use of this land from a former weapons site to a 

wildlife refuge pursuant to the Rocky Flats National 

Wildlife Act; however, we believe that there should be no 

rush to open this land to the public and that the methodical 

oversight and planning procedures do need to be in place 

before the opening. 

Our final comments will be submitted to Fish 

& Wildlife prior to April 26th and we're also going to put 

them on our County website. 

Boulder County supports proposed Alternative 

A as our first priority, With'Alternative C as our second 

priority. Both of the alternatives permit far reduced 

access than Alternative 8, which Fish h Wildlife is 

proposing, or Alternative D. And our reasons for this 

support is as follows. 

Number one, Boulder County believes that the 

public should not be allowed access to facilities in the DOE 

zone. That's that upside down prairie dog shaped thing on 

the plan, such as the monitoring station, retention ponds or 

landfill caps. 
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We're sure that both Fish h Wildlife and 

Department of Energy are in agreement on this. However 

neither DOE nor Fish L Wildlife in their current plan have 

outlined how they intend to keep the public from fishing, 

swimming or exploring these areas. Before they are allowed 

on the refuge, Fish h Wildlife and DOE need to clarify 

specifically how they're going to keep the DOE lands off 

limits to the public. 

While the Fish & Wildlife plan reiterates its 

goals of safety on page 3 and 4 ,  for example, we feel that 

you folks have not been given sufficient resources to 

guarantee the plan. Commissioner Paul Danish recommended 

last week to the deputy assistant secretary for policy in 

the Department of Interior, that Cold War sites and prior 

nuclear weapons sites that are being converted to wildlife 

refuges should be treated and staffed in a fundamentally 

different manner from other wildlife refuges that do not 

have the same kind of contamination history, and therefore, 

the funding for the Department of Interior and for Fish h 

Wildlife should thus be increased accordingly. 

I have some other comments that are not going 

to be able to be covered in this three minutes. 

Our conclusion is, while we support the 

conversion of this land to a refuge, we see no need to rush 

the status by permitting premature access to the public. 
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Take the time to make sure the public access to lands are 

clean and safe and that DOE and Fish L Wildlife give us a 

plan to keep the public out of the contaminated areas. 

Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Anne Fenerty and Amy Mueller. 

BY MS. ANNE FENERTY: 

Thank you. My problem is with the process. 

I feel that the process is not really complying with the 

mandates of the NEPA law under which the DEIS has been done. 

DEIS is to evaluate the effects of the action on the natural 

and human environment. It has to state how to avoid or 

mitigate adverse impacts of the planned action and to 

provide sufficient information on the proposal so the public 

can participate effectively. 

And the DEIS is about pictures of flora and 

fauna and omits to mention that the refuge is a Superfund 

site briefly referring to it as activities outside the 

scope, yet because NEPA is a public disclosure law and the 

EIS is the most comprehensive environmental document, it has 

to lay out not only the full range of environmental impacts, 

but also the full spectrum of appropriate mitigation. 

The MOW, memorandum of understanding, between 

the two agencies, the DOE and Fish L Wildlife, has not been 

signed yet. 

which part of the contamination is going to remain in DOE 

The people don't know how much of the'land, 
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control. 

the total site. The question is, what's going to happen to 

landfills, the surface contamination east of the 903 pad, 

the groundwater treatments and the toxic landfills? How 

will the counts be monitored? 

DOE may have as much as one-third to one-fourth of 

Hydrologists recently found 10 billion 

picocuries of plutonium on the site which was in 1995. 

have the report here. Same researchers found extensive 

cor.taminants in the supposedly pristine buffer zone. Please 

I 

explain the effects of this action on the human 

environment. All right. 

And then the other question I have is there's 

no public access to the DOE retained land, is a quote from 

the DOE. The quote that Rocky Flats will be a seamless 

property with no or few visual differences between the 

refuge and the retained land and is contradicted missions. 

What types of fencing, warning signs will 

there be? How do you intend to control the prairie dogs so 

they do not dig down to the customary seven feet of soil and 

bring up the contaminated soil? How will Fish & Wildlife 

keep these prairie dogs and burrowing animals from the 

refuge? Extremely high levels of radionuclides will remain 

in the soil at the three- to six-foot depth interval where 

concentrations of up to 3 millicuries of soil will be left. 

And NEPA states that the cooperating agencies 
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cannot opt out entirely of the duty to cooperate on the EIS. 

And so I would like to have DOE and the cooperating agents 

ensure that public protection from the remaining 

contamination on the site will be safe. 

In other words, we just found a 32-foot tall 

buried incinerator. The site has not been properly 

characterized and people should not be allowed on a site 

like this unless you know what's at the site. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Amy Mueller and then Jacque 

Brever . 
BY MS. LISA MORZEL: 

Good evening. My name is Lisa Morzel and I'm a 

resident of Boulder. I have followed Rocky Flats' issues 

for over the past 25 years and I was a former council member 

for the City of Boulder in which I represented the City of 

Boulder for seven years on Rocky Flats, including the Rocky 

Flats local impacts initiative, and was a founding member of 

the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Government. I am 

currently an ex-officio member of the Coalition. 

Tonight I'm speaking on behalf of council 

member Shaun McGrath, Boulder's new representative to the 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. Shaun is out of 

town today, so I am presenting the City's comments. 

I should emphasize that the comments that I 

will be presenting are not intended to serve as the complete 
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or final position of City of Boulder, rather I am here 

tonight to highlight some areas of critical importance to 

the City on any refuge plan. The City intends to provide 

written - -  formal written comments prior to the April 

deadline. 

First, to the general policy, the City has 

long advocated foreclosure and cleanup of the weapons 

production facility at Rocky Flats. We continue to work 

with other local governments in the area through RFCA to 

argue for federal funding and attention to the issue. 

Proper cleanup of this site remains our very first priority. 

Beyond the cleanup and closure, the City 

supported the Udall-Allard legislation in 2001, which 

resulted in designating the site as a wildlife refuge. This 

was important to the City not only to protect the site from 

future development, but was an important part of our mission 

for the landscape given the efforts made by Boulder and 

Boulder County in setting aside open space adjacent to the 

site. 

Federal ownership was also critical in our 

view to address the uncertainty of public health issues and 

we want to make sure any problems that are detected 2 0  years 

from now, the liability will be with the federal government, 

not with local communities. 

Second, as previously stated by the City, we 
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support the wildlife refuge as desirable and compatible with 

our community goals. As a neighboring landowner, the City 

supports Draft goals which include conserving and enhancing 

native ecosystems, plant communities and wildlife species. 

The proximity of the refuge lands to other 

open space lands provides an extraordinary conservation . 
opportunity. The refuge lands will make important 

contributions to regional efforts to protect the values of 

native grasslands, shrub lands and the foothills right here 

in the area. 

The City maintains that the focus of 

management planning should be, one, that unique conservation 

opportunity of preserving a large and rare habitat unmatched 

anywhere along the Front Range corridor. 

Two, the preservation and restoration of 

native plant and animal communities. Management actions 

should focus on the following: We need to plan conservation 

areas and visitor facilities with regional focus that 

considers connections with surrounding trail systems. 

We need to work to restore lands that have 

been degraded. This is our first priority. And we need to 

make sure that we monitor and make sure that the systems, 

the monitoring systems that we have put in place are 

actually working effectively. 

Finally, we need to make sure that no further 
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fragmentation of the landscape occurs, is kept to a 

minimum. The City right now is proposing Alternative C and 

that is about as far as we're willing to go. I think people 

need to recognize that this property is not just any open 

space, but that it has a legacy of being a nuclear weapons 

site in the past 50 years. 

to comment, we have them. 

Thank'you. And if anybody wants 

MS. ERIKSON: Jacque Brever and Bini Abbott. 

BY MS. JACQUE BREVER: 

My name is Jacque Brever. I'm a former 

plutonium worker from Rocky Flats. I'm now an environmental 

scientist. I also have years of experience with other DOE 

Superfund and reused sites. 

I strongly oppose public access to and 

recreation in any form at Rocky Flats. It appears as if the 

Fish h Wildlife Service is offering us a stacked deck and 

the public really has no option other than to decide which 

kinds of recreation it would like to have at Rocky 

Flats. The way I read the CCP, EIS, it seems like there is 

little opportunity to oppose recreation at Rocky Flats. 

I was a plutonium worker there for ten years, 

I know it's too dangerous to be used for recreation. I know 

from personal experience and review of government documents 

that they do not even know where all the contamination is, 

so it cannot properly be cleaned up. 
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I know that much of the data on which they 

are basing their decisions have been falsified. The agent 

that led the raid on Rocky Flats says - -  the FBI agent who 

led the raid on Rocky Flats says the investigation was 

obstructed and that Rocky Flats is too dangerous to ever be 

used for recreation. The foreman of the grand jury that 

investigated Rocky Flats for three years says Rocky Flats is 

too dangerous to ever be used for recreation. 

The government admits that they will clean up 

Rocky Flats as well as it could, the DOE admits it made 

trade-offs to save money. If that's the case, then it 

shouldn't be open for recreation. 

It's my opinion that Rocky Flats will never 

be safe for children, the elderly, to have access to the 

former nuclear weapons facility. 

Here is a book that proves what we say. It's 

called the Ambushed Grand Jury. And I want to submit this 

book to the public record. It's written by the foreman of 

the grand jury with the help of the FBI investigator, myself 

and a volunteer lawyer. I am entering it in the record 

because it provides proof that the U.S. Justice Department 

has covered up the truth about contamination at Rocky Flats. 

I'm not alone in my opinions, some other 

people and I have formed an organization titled United To 

Keep Rocky Flats Closed. It's an organization that opposes 
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recreation at Rocky Flats. We've been collecting comments 

f r o m  people who also oppose recreation at Rocky Flats. I 

have here 152 petitions to submit for the record in addition 

to the 121 petitions that I've already sent through the U.S. 

Mail to Fish & Wildlife and representative Mark Udall. 

Congressman Mark Udall. I have more comment forms if people 

would like to sign them. 

And-finally, I would like to ask whether the 

Fish & Wildlife would please notify me of how many comment 

forms they ultimately receive. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Bini Abbott and Harvey Nichols. 

BY MS. BIN1 ABBOTT: 

My name is Bini Abbott and I live on the West 

Shore of Standley Lake. First I'd like to tell you about 

what I am not. I am not a member of a peace group, I am not 

a member of an animal rights group. but what I am is against 

hunting in inappropriate places four days out of the year 

while the other 361 days are used to protect the wildlife. 

The definition of a refuge is a place of 

safety, shelter, a safe retreat. I have taken from this 

book, which is the thick book about the proposed refuge, 

made my own chart, and reading from it, the goals of the 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife is to provide the public with safe, 

high quality and my underlining, compatible wildlife 

dependent public use. 
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Such uses include hunting, fishing, wildlife 

observation, wildlife photography, environmental education 

and environmental interpretation. Now, they have four parts 

under environmental interpretation. One is habitat 

restoration, the second one is concerning wildlife, colon, 

wildlife take refuge at Rocky Flats. 

The third one is wildlife and people, colon, 

wildlife comes first, And then history. I feel with the 

plan of hunting at Rocky Flats with having 20 people, a 

total of 20 people, two weekends out of the year, would be 

in direct opposition, and closing the whole rest of the 

refuge for anyone else, I think would be wrong. 

They state that it will cost about $5,000 to 

provide those four days of hunting and that's $250 per 

person. They intend to start the hunting within the first 

two years, according to this book, but not set a population 

goal of what wildlife needs to be culled until three years. 

They also did not intend to reevaluate until 

15 years have gone by, which is the year 2019. Is there a 

need for culling? I don't believe so, according to Boulder 

City Open Space and Boulder County Open Space who border the 

lands, they have found no need for culling. If there is a 

need, I feel that it should be sharp shooters from the 

Division of Wildlife, not youth and disabled people sitting 

with blinds and plunking away at the animals that have 
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gained a confidence for us to have good wildlife observation 

and so on. 

In closing, I'd like to say that I think the 

perception of U.S. Fish & Wildlife's management of the Rocky 

Flats refuge will be more important than actual reality if 

they allow the hunting. And also I hope they will watch the 

wildlife through binoculars and cameras and not through the 

cites of a gun. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Harvey Nichols and Nathan 

Bufe. 

BY MR. H4RVEY NICHOLS: 

I brought my own timer. Harvey Nichols, I'm 

a professor of biology at CU Boulder, but I'm speaking as 

just a citizen of Boulder. I want to recommend no action, 

Alternative A .  This would mean essentially no public 

access. The reason behind this, first of all, has to do 

with - -  the apologies to the people, the equestrians and the 

cyclists and the hikers that can't wait to get out there, I 

just have some information that I feel I have, as a matter 

of responsibility, to partake to give you. 

And basically in the 1970s. I had a DOE 

funded contract for 18 months which led me, actually, in 

fact, to do environmental measurements out at the Flats, and 

what I discovered, apparently I got some unique data. This 

had to do with a snowfall study. I won't go into it, but 
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basically I happened to capture the effluent from the 

chimneys, the plutonium articulate effluent coming out of 

the chimneys during snowfalls. And apparently, in fact, 

with the admission or the helpful comment by Dean Rundle 

here, nobody else in the 5 0  years of the plant's operation 

has done such a study. 

So what I found was that the entire site has 

a fine dusting of tiny particles of plutonium over the 

entire buffer zone, the refuge to be, as well as the 

industrial area. This has been supported by the Health 

Department study by Dr. John Till whose data indicates that 

over 6 0 0  million fatal or harmful doses of these tiny 

particles of plutonium was laid down over the entire site 

over the years. 

My own study is even greater numbers than 

that, astronomical numbers, and some element of those 

particles must still remain on the soil, and to some extent, 

in or on the vegetation. 

The problem is that wind dusts can lead to 

inhalation. A sudden gust of wind, breathing in the 

dust and a potential for long-term illness. 

The vegetation must be analyzed 

independently. We have claims repeatedly from the officials 

out there that there's been no study showing uptake of 

plutonium. A whole series of studies that we've traced, and 
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since I'm really coming close to my time, I'm against the 

prairie burning because of the hazards of plutonium in the 

smoke. It's cheapest and safest, I believe, to keep it 

closed. 

And right at the end, I want to recommend to 

you a couple of newspapers that happen to be in piles 

outside. The Colorado Boulder Weekly, there's an absolutely 

dynamite story today and another one from last week all 

related to Rocky Flats. I please recommend that you look at 

them. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Nathan Bufe and then Erin 

Hamby. 

BY MR. NATHAN BUFE: 

My name is Nathan Bufe. I ' m  a student at the 

University of Colorado and a resident of Boulder. And first 

of all, for the record, I'd like to say that I also propose 

Alternative A. no action, for the reasons that the people 

before me have discussed, because I don't have time to 

discuss them myself. 

And the question I'd like to raise is why 

does the Service have a proposed alternative? Why are they 

proposing Alternative B? Basically my question is, why 

isn't this - -  well, what I'm saying is that basically where 

it says Alternative B, wildlife habitat and public use is 

proposed, they say because of the major issues identified 
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during public scoping and that it's consistent with sound 

Fish h Wildlife management, and I'm wondering, why 

isn't this more of a public decision? 

What this says to me is that basically the 

Service has already made up their mind and that they're not 

going to take the other proposals as seriously. 

So pretty much my question is, why is the 

Service going into this with a preexisting bias? Why aren't 

they leaving this completely open to a public decision? 

And also, it's been said already, but I would 

like to emphasize the problems oE having the refuge being a 

seamless property with no visual division between the 

central DOE part and the outer public access part, and I 

believe, as the previous speakers have said, that the 

proposed cleanup is in fact impossible because of the 

uncertainty involved, that people don't know the extent of 

the contamination on site and that it is dangerous to let 

people go on the site. And that's'certainly dangerous to 

leave the central DOE site, the most contaminated area, with 

no boundary at all, no fences, no warnings. It just seems 

irresponsible. 

And I'm wondering why there is no proposal 

for a fence at least. And I guess that's all I have to 

say. Thank you. 

MR. RUNDLE: Mark, are you going to capture 
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all of these questions so hopefully if people stick to their 

three minutes, we'll be able to try and answer these later? 

MS. ERIKSON: Erin Hamby and Beverly Lyne. 

BY MS. ERIN HAMBY: 

My name is Erin Hamby. I'm speaking as a 

resident of Boulder. I'm in love with the scenery and 

landscapes of this Front Range community. The mountains 

touch the prairie and leave me breathless. Knowing that 

6,000 acres of this beautiful landscape was used and tainted 

in the production of nuclear weapons also leaves me 

breathless. 

The idea of reclaiming this land for Colorado 

and the nation is a wonderful thing. The reclamation of 

this should not include public access though. Fish 6r 

Wildlife is being asked to manage a refuge which encircles a 

highly contaminated tract of land. Even if one believes 

that the buffer zone is safe or uncontaminated, it's 

irresponsible and wrong to believe that known and unknown 

remaining contaminants will remain within the borders of the 

DOE retained land. 

The National Wildlife Refuge system mission 

statement.says, to administer a national network of lands 

and waters through the conservation management and where 

appropriate restoration of fish, wildlife and plant 

resources and their habitats within the United States for 
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the benefit of present and future generations of Americans. 

This guiding principle can be achieved 

without allowing public access. I am in favor of a modified 

version of Alternative C. Modifications should include 

denial of public access to any part of the site, guided or 

unguided, for at least 100 years. Proposed research should 

focus on new remediation technologies and research the full 

health effects of radionuclides and other hazardous 

materials found on the site. 

Recreation can and will stir up plutonium. 

Animals could disturb plutonium in the ground. The winds on 

the site do stir up plutonium. Protect the wildlife, 

protect me, protect future generations and keep Rocky Flats 

closed. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Beverly Lyne and LeRoy Moore. 

BY MS. BEVERLY LYNE: 

I'm Beverly Lyne. I'm a public health nurse 

and I teach public health nursing for the University of 

Colorado Health Sciences Center; however, I'm here as a 

Boulder resident speaking. I was an original member of the 

Rocky Flats Citizen's Advisory Board, and as chair of the 

health committee for the board, we commissioned an 

independent review of the environmental monitoring systems 

in place at the site and historically in place at the site. 

The review revealed, among other things, that 
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there was no soil monitoring program. It is my 

understanding that soil contamination has not yet, at this 

date, been fully characterized. So it is my belief and my 

opinion that until the soil contamination is fully 

characterized and remediated. there should be no public 

access to this site. 

So i f  I had to choose one alternative, I 

would be leaning toward Alternative C. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: LeRoy Moore and Gary Ball. 

BY MR. LEROY MOORE: 

Hello, my name is LeRoy Moore, recently 

retired from teaching at the University of Colorado, a 

consultant with the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 

in Boulder. When the cleanup underway at Rocky Flats is 

completed, the Rocky Flats site will be divided into two 

parts, the more contaminated part that will remain under DOE 

control, and the less contaminated part which will be 

managed by Fish h Wildlife Service as a wildlife refuge. 

The agencies responsible for the Rocky Flats 

cleanup use in their work a 1999 kriging map, that's a 

white-knuckle term, talking about the way they sample the 

site, they use this 1999 kriging map that shows, to the best 

of their knowledge, plutonium concentrations in the soil at 

the Rocky Flats site. 

According to this map, the entire portion of 
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the site that will become the wildlife refuge is 

contaminated with plutonium up to a level of 5 picocuries 

per gram of soil. Five picocuries of soil is 125 times the 

. 04  picocuries per gram average background deposits of 

plutonium from global fallout along the Front Range here in 

Colorado. 

Fish & Wildlife Service proposes to allow 

members of the public, including children, to hike, bike, 

hunt and ride horses in an area contaminated with plutonium 

at this level. Any one of those activities could stir up 

tiny particles of plutonium, that if inhaled or ingested 

could create health problems at some later time. 

Plutonium is no respecter of our official 

standards for what is safe. Numerous studies and bodies of 

numerous individuals, including Some former Rocky Flats 

workers, indicate that exposure to plutonium in amounts well 

below official standards for permissible exposure can cause 

cancer, harm to the immune system, genetic damage and 

instability. 

I propose, therefore, that Fish & Wildlife 

Service incorporate into their EIS the 1999 kriging map 

showing plutonium concentrations in the Rocky Flats soil. 

Further, if they decide to allow recreational 

activities at Rocky Flats, I propose that Fish & Wildlife 

require people entering the site to sign an informed consent 
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statement indicating that they have read the map and consent 

to going onto a site contaminated at these levels. 

Finally, I pose a question to Fish & Wildlife 

personnel. Why take the risk of endangering the health of 

people, particularly children, when it isn't necessary to do 

so? Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Gary Ball and Betty Ball. 

BY MR. GARY BALL: 

My name is Gary Ball. I was born and raised 

in Denver. I'm currently a resident of Boulder and I'm here 

to speak about the precautionary principle and I have a 

suggestion to make. 

minutes, whoever the timekeeper is, to do it, but it just 

seems to me that the EIS has already focussed in a 

particular direction, and this is to me strange just from 

the get-go because of both the nature and the longevity of 

the contamination. 

And I probably won't even need my ttiree 

I don't think that you have convinced me and 

I don't know that you could convince me that anyone knows 

the long-term effects of this contamination and I don't know 

why one alternative that isn't there should be, that this 

thing should be fenced off, paved over and hermetically 

sealed so that no contamination spreads off site either by 

wind or by water and that it should remain in that condition 

for a quarter of a million years it's going to take for that 
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contamination to go away. 

Now, the precautionary principle would say, I 

don't have to prove to you that this thing is dangerous, you 

have to prove to me that it's safe. And I don't think that 

you've done that. And so what the precautionary principle 

would say is if you can't prove to me that it's safe then 

let's not take the chance. 

But since we're already going in this 

direction, I have to say, I feel like probably what I'm 

going to say is probably going to be ignored anyway, but 

since we're already going in this direction, I can only say, 

it seems to me like that's a gamble and it's a very serious 

gamble, and that in earth time, all the years we know the 

earth has existed, this contamination has happened in the 

blink of an eye. 

And given the length it's going to last, even 

in earth time that's a significant portion of time. No one 

can possibly know what the effects of this contamination 

really are. To monitor the vegetation and wildlife and 

certainly any effects on people for at least 100 years, if 

not 500 years, to get an inkling of what the effects are. 

But if we're going to take this chance, then it seems to me 

we need a fail safe position. 

So I would propose to you that somebody put 

up a bond. We're not cleaning it up to background levels 
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now because there's no money. Somebody needs to put up a 

bond, whether it's a tax or the government or Kaiser-Hill or 

all of us together, there's got to be a bond. So that if we 

fail and we suddenly realize, oh, yeah, this place is in 

fact serious and we need to do something about it, then at 

least at that point we would have the money to do what needs 

to be done. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Betty Ball and Janelle b o x .  

BY MS. BETTY BALL: 

Hi, my name is Betty Ball. Thank you for 

this opportunity to be able to speak to this proposal. 

lived in this area since 1960. I've been very aware of the 

things that have happened at Rocky Flats over the years. 

The accidents, the fires. I'm very aware that this site has 

not been characterized. Nobody knows where all the 

contamination is, nor the extent of it. 

I've 

So first of all, I'd like to say that I don't 

think we should get passed number 3 up here on the schedule 

of events until a lot more work has been done and the 

contamination there is taken a lot more seriously and we do 

a lot more studies and we don't let budget constrain us for 

those studies. This is serious. What we've done here is 

serious and it's leaving quite a legacy for the future. So 

that's first of all. 

Second of all, if we do get to the point 
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where the portion is turned over to Fish & Wildlife, then I 

think that we do have to follow the cautionary principle as 

Gary Ball just mentioned. When you have uncertainty that 

leads to a threat of harm, then you act with precaution. 

And it's not - -  the burden is not on the 

public to prove that this is unsafe, the burden is on the 

government, in this case, to prove that it's safe. That has 

not happened, So therefore, if we do move forward with the 

Fish L Wildlife taking over the land, then I would recommend 

Option A. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Janelle Knox, Jim McKee. 

MR. HUGHES: If I could ask, we've got an 

hour's worth of speakers and I want Dean to give a final 

statement and answer whatever questions he can, so if you 

could just step up, that would be great. 

BY MS. JANELLE KNOX: 

Hello, my name is Janelle Knox and I am a 

concerned citizen of Boulder County. I am a concerned 

citizen because I have studied the history of this site and 

I know the levels of contamination that have gone into this 

site. I also know that it has not adequately been sampled 

or characterized to be determined safe. 

I think that the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

has prepared a lovely packet for the public here, and in all 

honesty, these photos look beautiful. This looks like a 
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pristine site where we would all like to 90 and recreate, 

but the problem is it states a preference, it does not once 

mention the history of Rocky Flats or the contamination that 

has gone into this site. 

It is deceptive to consider this a pristine 

refuge without considering the history and the contamination 

on the site. I think if the public is to make an educated 

and informed decision, it has a right to know what is at 

that site, what has gone into it or what is not known about 

the site and what the risks of families, animals and 

children coming out there are. 

Do we really want our children to come out 

there, recreate, scrape their elbows and skin their knees in 

plutonium filled soil? I support Alternative A .  Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Jim McKee and Bruce Bland. 

BY MR. JIM McKAY: 

I'm Jim McKay. I'm speaking for the Boulder 

County Nature Association and what I'm going to say is, 

assuming adequate cleanup, and I'm not sure that that's been 

demonstrated yet, but first importance is restoration and 

conservation. Alternative C best accomplishes this. 

Hunting is not feasible this near an urban 

area because of both safety considerations and public 

opposition. I would rank the alternatives as C ,  which 

includes environmental restoration, then A, then E, with no 
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hunting, and as of the last priority, D, with no hunting. 

Alternative D would have the maximum impact on wildlife at 

the refuge. Whichever alternative is chosen, don't rush 

public access. Establish baseline, do restoration. 

establish a baseline on wildlife and the habitat before 

there's any significant public access. That's all I have to 

say. 

M S .  E R I K S O N :  Bruce Bland and Suzanne Webel. 

BY MR. BRUCE BLAND: 

Bruce Bland, I'm a resident of Boulder and 

I'm speaking solely for myself tonight. The purpose of a 

wildlife refuge, at least in the minds of most people, is to 

provide a sanctuary for wildlife, a place that belongs to 

wildlife first. 

Alternative C clearly does this best. 

Alternative A is also acceptable and it*s the cheapest 

alternative on the table. But judging by the addition of 

more trails in the south and an interest in a north-south 

corridor along Indiana when it's rebuilt, to Alternative B, 

it sounds like Fish & Wildlife have listened to the 

recreational people, but not to others who have asked for 

less recreation than Alternative B originally allowed. 

This is a problem with public process. There 

has been no polling done to indicate what the public at 

large thinks or values for this area. You have only heard 
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from activists, which the audience is full of tonight, and 

myself am one of them, who come here to beg for one cause or 

another. 

YOU need to actually yo back and poll the 

citizens if you're really concerned about this. Both 

Alternatives C and D allow too much recreation to be 

consistent with wildlife preservation over the long term. 

Wildlife are going to need a good sanctuary in the near 

future as the impacts of global warming start to be seen. 

If this much recreation is allowed in this 

area, we're going to see a tremendous amount of use, because 

this is an urban area and people will be drawn here by the 

beauty of this place, as one speaker pointed out. Some of 

them are going to disturb wildlife, a certain percentage 

will do that, and the greater the number means that more 

people will disturb them. 

There's also going to be a collaboration of 

social trails across this property and these dry grasslands. 

Under no condition, however, should people be allowed on 

this site until it's clear to all stake holders that the 

site is clean and safe and extensive survey by a competent 

independent consulting firm and overseen by a team of stake 

holders and scientific professionals should be performed 

before any public use should be considered. 

So in conclusion, first make this a National 
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Wildlife Refuge, not a national recreation area by putting 

wildlife preservation first. Wildlife species are 

irreplaceable, recreation is not. We'll have plenty of 

recreation in this area and there's more coming in the 

region. 

Second, correct the public process by doing a 

formal scientific poll if you want to find out what the 

public actually feels. 

Third, do not allow anyone on the land until 

it is clear to everyone that it's safe to do so.  Thank you 

very much. 

MS. ERIKSON: Suzanne Webel and Eric 

Vogelsberg. 

BY MS. SUZANNE WEBEL: 

I'm Suzanne Webel and I'm speaking on behalf 

of the Boulder County Horse Association. I've lived in 

Boulder County for 30 years and I've been involved in this 

scoping process. I want to be the first person to commend 

you on the thorough public process that you've caused to 

happen up to this point and on the professional job you did 

on this Draft CCP and EIS. 

My comments also assume an adequate cleanup 

job at the site. We support Alternative B with some 

modifications. We want to thank you for allowing some 

equestrian access on the property. I know that was a bold 
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move on your part, but we do appreciate it. 

My question is, why are you proposing access 

on the southern end? Most agencies consider equestrians 

with pedestrians when they're making their trail plans. 

Where hikers go, we usually can go. 

We are okay with Alternative B with there 

being some short pedestrian only trails, especially at the 

northwest corner of the property. 

If the concern is to do with weeds, the 

entire site is already infested with noxious weeds. I want 

this reserve to be as healthy an ecological community as it 

can be. You can control the weeds with a budget and a staff 

for weeds, not by denial of access by any user group. Do a 

baseline study, monitor what you've got and then proceed 

with adoptive management. Don't start out with a lot of 

unnecessary regulations that affects one particular user 

group. 

Eric Lane, the state weed coordinator says 

that horses are not a significant vector for weeds and in 

fact are much less than wind, water, wildlife and truck 

tires. 

Specifically we recommend moving the northern 

most trail head west along Highway 128 one mile to where the 

Colton Dry trail comes down to 128. That would provide 

better regional connectivity of trails with no change in 
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cost. 

We'd like to see you add the north-south 

trail back in your plan on the east side of the property. 

And we'd like to see you allow equestrians on the main trail 

that goes along the northeast corridor. 

Rocky Flats is an important nexus for many 

existing and planned regional trail systems. We need to get 

across it in an east-west and north-south direction and so 

the system we're recommending is basically a single 

perimeter trail. Thank you. I do have a document that I'd 

also like to submit for you guys for the record. 

MS. ERIKSON: Eric Vogelsberg and Stacia 

Goecke. 

BY MR. ERIC VOGELSBERG: 

Eric Vogelsberg. I am speaking for the 

Boulder County Trails Coalition, I'm also a board member of 

the Boulder Off Road Alliance, which is an mountain biking 

organization which works with trail construction projects. 

And I'd like to do something that a lot of the speakers 

haven't done and actually talk about the EIS and what you're 

proposing. 

I'm going to assume from the beginning that 

we're all the way down to the bottom of this thing and we do 

have EPA certification. I'm confident that that process 

will not expose the public to unreasonable danger or harm. 
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Having said that, I'd like to talk about the 

proposed alternatives. We support the Fish 6 Wildlife's 

proposal and the proposed Alternative B. We think it's a 

reasonable effort to preserve the natural resources while 

providing for public access and public education. We 

observe, for example, that at least 50 percent of the site 

will be closed to the public, because the northern portions 

are closed, and because the DOE portions are closed. 

We do think there's several enhancements that 

could be made to Alternative B. We believe that there's a 

real shortage of north-south connections in the trail 

proposals. 

along the side of the gravel road that connects the two 

parking lots to the west so that there's a north-south trail 

connection that doesn't require people getting onto the 

gravel road. We would also like to see the northwestern 

section of the property connected to the City of Boulder and 

Boulder County Open Space Trail Systems. The Colton Road 

connection is one that Suzanne mentioned. 

One thing we think would be valuable is a trail 

Given that you don't want to do the 

east-west - -  pardon me, the north-south connection on the 

east side now, I'd like the plan to have a clause in it 

speaking to encouraging that connection to be made at the 

time that the new highway alignment is put in place so that 

doesn't become a, well, we somehow forgot about it and it 
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drops in the cracks. 

I think the biggest comment I would make is 

the five-year delay before we provide significant public 

access. Seems to me to be a little unnecessary and 

artificial. I'd rather see a phased implementation, for 

example, perhaps when you do the restoration on the north 

side of the property and then open the north side after two 

to three years and then complete the restoration on the 

south side of the property and then open the south side. Or 

conversely, do it the other way. But waiting five full 

years before we do anything seems to me to be a little bit 

unnecessary and artificial. 

I thank you again, I think you've done a nice 

job here. I think the folks here have serious concerns, but 

I think they're presenting them to the wrong people. Thanks 

again. 

MS. ERIKSON: Stacia Goecke and Sue Maslow. 

BY M S .  STACIA GOUCKE: 

My name is Stacia Goucke and I'm a private 

resident. I have several concerns about it being opened up 

to the public so I'm supporting no action, Proposal A. The 

reason for this is that there is a large amount of 

uncertainty about the contamination that is on the site as 

it is. According to a book by Burtell called, No Immediate 

Danger For A Radioactive Earth, it says that zero to ten 
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REMs, which are biologically damaging energy units, can 

cause premature aging, moderate risk of tumors and mild 

mutation of offspring. This is minimal. So even with the 

most minimal levels of contamination which may meet EPA 

standards these still can cause these health risks to the 

public. 

If it is as apparently proposed from the Fish 

L Wildlife Service that they do open it up to the public, 

there needs to be proper signage so that the public can be 

properly informed before they enter the site of what these 

health risks are and they need to be vividly described as 

premature aging, risk of tumors and the possible 

carcinogenic effects of plutonium possibly on the site, 

the seasonal gas by over 100 miles per hour, any sort of 

residue left in the buffer zone that we may not be aware of 

from the industrial zone. 

Also, I would like you to rethink your taking 

off the fence of the boundaries so that the public knows 

what property they're going onto and that they're going onto 

a former weapons site. 

There are many other areas for open space 

recreation in Boulder County. I do not feel that Rocky 

Flats also needs to become a refuge. There are places that 

equestrians, bicyclists can go where they're less likely to 

go stir up contamination. Thank you. 
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MS. ERIKSON: Sue Maslow and Ian White. 

BY MS. SUE MASLOW: 

My name is Sue Maslow and I'm a citizen of 

Boulder and also a student of the University of Colorado and 

have been educated on the history of Rocky Flats and 

everything that transpired there over the last several 

decades. It is my strong feeling to support Alternative A 

with a fence. And I'd like to know, if you go with 

Alternative A. how you plan to keep the public safe from 

this very contaminated site. 

I feel that you've already made a decision 

and you're almost working out the fine details, equestrians 

wanting to yo running through the place, bikers, et cetera. 

I do believe also, like Janelle was saying also. when I 

first looked at your EIS. it looks beautiful. You took 

gorgeous pictures of healthy looking wonderful birds and it 

looks great, but it's completely deceptive and it's a total 

lie. 

And I'm really sorry if I'm out of line. but 

I firmly believe what you're doing is atrocious and I 

believe the government allowing something like this to 

happen is obscene and against American citizens. 

For all of the workers that worked at Rocky 

Flats and actually gave their lives for their country, this 

is outrageous. And I'll give my two minutes to somebody 

48 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

else, but I firmly believe in Alternative A .  That's it. 

Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Ian White and Wendy Vining. 

BY MR. IAN WHITE: 

Hello, my name is Ian White, I'm a senior 

undergraduate student at CU. I used to also be a runner at 

CU. I no longer am. I haven't been running too much these 

days, but I used to run a lot. I ran a lot also at Marshall 

and Downing Draw, which is on the way to Rocky Flats as 

you're heading out 93. It's on the way there. And I 

remember, it does get real windy sometimes when I run. 

Sometimes I'll be running and I'm not running it's so windy 

when I'm heading into it. It's an important thing to note. 

And I think when you start talking about 

children and disabled youth and talking about them spending 

time on a very potentially, and we've heard from some 

scholars here tonight who thinks it goes beyond potential, 

goes beyond reality, when you talk about children and 

disabled youth, that doesn't mean they're the strongest of 

children either, and when you start putting them around 

plutonium, that worries me. 

I have no agenda. I'm not a part of any 

student groups. activist groups. I'm just a citizen. And 

I'm not a chemist either, but I do know that there's a 

difference between cleaning up garbage trash sites and 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

49 

cleaning up plutonium. I could be wrong here, but that's 

some of the most complex chemistry, that's pinnacles of 

achievement as far as technology goes, as far as America 

goes. So it's no joke. I mean, because we don't even 

necessarily know what's going to happen. 

You know what else, I've got to pose a 

question. I would not want to be a horse and eating grass 

that has plutonium potentially on it. I love animals and I 

would never want to do that. 

So I'm just a citizen. I'm nothing. So you 

guys are the ones that are deciding, you're the leader and 

you guys are the team that are helping. You're the leader, 

you guys are the team, and I just hope that we keep in mind 

the future. 

And knowing that we are in the midst of such 

wonderful technology, there's also a double-edged sword to 

that. And so I just say, please be cautious, please be 

careful. I don't know if I'm going to be living in Colorado 

the rest of my life, but I know a lot of you guys will and 

probably you guys do too, so this is our state, this is our 

city and it is beautiful. Colorado is beautiful and I just 

hope it can be safe. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Wendy Vining and MaryAnne 

Scholl. 

BY MS. WENDY VINING: 
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Hi, my name is Wendy Vining, I'm a student of 

CU Boulder and also a resident currently. I'd like to say a 

couple of things. I also have taken some classes on this so 

I am educated with the background on Rocky Flats and just 

the hazards that it has caused. 

In 1989 Rocky Flats was officially added to 

the Superfund National Priority List, This classification 

was designed to induce remediation of abandoned waste sites 

across the U.S. i however, no one truly knows how 

contaminated Rocky Flats is. The 1957 and 1969 fires 

released unknown quantities of plutonium into the 

environment. 

This being said, I guess I would cite 

numerous studies showing the toxicity and hazards of 

plutonium. It's a known carcinogen and other health hazards 

that it does pose. I'd say that these unmeasured releases 

from these fires and other night burnings that we don't have 

any idea about, they release unknown quantities of plutonium 

into the industrial zone as well as the buffer zone. 

- I think there has not been enough ground 

sampling tests to prove that the buffer zone is truly safe, 

and the samples that have been taken from a concentrated 

area that is not necessarily representative of the area 

overall. 

I believe that even if we say that the buffer 

r 
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zone is not contaminated, there's still the problem of 

proposed seamless boundaries. I don't know how you can keep 

people or educate them that this area is contaminated. This 

area is not without proper signage or even preferably some 

sort of fence or boundary. 

I also question whether Fish & Wildlife is 

fully staffed to account for this problem and I think just 

overall, since no one can definitely prove or predict the 

long-term consequences of the hazards that have been proven 

in that area, I support Option A, no public access. 

MS. ERIKSON: MaryAnne Scholl and Andrea 

Noble. 

BY MS. ANN MARIE SCHOLL: 

For the record, my name is Ann Marie Scholl. 

I am a CU student, I'm also affiliated with the Children's 

Wilderness Fund. I am a runner, an avid runner and mountain 

biker and I can tell you now, I will never step foot on that 

site and I will never allow for my children to step foot on 

that site. 

I would like to define refuge. According to 

Webster's Dictionary it is a shelter or protection from 

danger, distress or difficulty. A place that offers this. 

Although some will say the buffer zone is relatively cleaned 

up, most of you tonight will agree, the industrial zone 

still presents many dangers and thus is not a refuge. 
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I believe one of the biggest problems with 

opening Rocky Flats to the public is the proposed seamless 

boundary. I believe the seamless boundary between the 

buffer zone and industrial zone is completely impractical. 

How is one supposed to know if they have entered across this 

imaginary line, quote, unquote, tolerable amounts of 

contamination to the former Superfund site. 

I realize the trail will be well marked, but 

people are destined to go off trails. The two main problems 

are, number one, posting signs, and number two, there is not 

nearly enough law enforcement proposed to keep people off 

this land. 

As for the first problem of the signs, what 

will they say? Will they warn of health risks? Will there 

be fines for crossing these boundaries? As for the second 

problem of law enforcement, if there's not enough people to 

prevent people from crossing this land, why shouldn't they 

yo on it, especially if they've been told that this land is 

a refuge. 

Additionally, Alternatives B and D allow for 

off-trail hiking. Again, and this is a question that I ask 

you to write down, how is one to know when they have crossed 

this boundary, especially when the trails are covered in 

snow? 

This is only one of many reasons that I vote 
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for Alternative A .  People should not be led to believe that 

this place is a refuge when clearly it is not. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Andrea Noble and Chris 

Morrison. 

BY MS. ANDREA NOBLE: 

Hello, I'm Andrea Noble and I'm a resident of 

Boulder. And I know that the Fish & Wildlife Service is 

getting this land signed off as clean after the supposed 

cleanup done by the DOE; however, I am concerned that this 

cleanup will not last the test of time and will be a danger 

to future generations. And because of this, I believe that 

the history of this site cannot be separated from its future 

management. 

What we do with this site will set precedence 

on what we do with other nuclear sites all over the country 

and I think it's important that we look at this with the 

utmost caution. 

If we do not know the future, that 

contamination may be brought back up through burrowing 

animals, erosion or whatnot, it may be safe at the 

beginning, but who knows 100 years down the road. 

I'm particularly concerned with hunting 

allowed on the land. That it is - -  I support programs 

being 

such 

as the ones that you are proposing on other properties, but 

not at Rocky Flats because of these reasons. I come from a 
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family of hunters and I understand that it's an important 

issue for a lot of people and I think that, however, at 

Rocky Flats it should not be allowed because not only of the 

risk of contamination, but also because it is near to roads 

and communities. Especially hunting options that are being 

proposed, such as bow hunting. 

The deer that would be shot generally have a 

long distance to run after a shot with an arrow and it could 

run on top of a road or off the property or into the DOE 

area, and that is an issue that concerns me. 

So I support Option A, the no action, because 

I think that there is too much that is unknown about the 

future of this site and that we should be as cautious as 

possible. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Chris Morrison and Julia 

Schwab. 

BY MR. CHRIS MORRISON: 

I'm Chris Morrison and I live in Boulder. 

I've heard a lot of people act as if Rocky Flats is some 

special area that is - -  like radiation has been invented in 

the last hundred years, et cetera. I wonder how many of the 

people here know the radon levels in your home. We all live 

with radiation, people have always lived with radiation, and 

plutonium is not some special form of radiation. If you've 

got a high level of radiation in your home, you need to 
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remediate it. 

I support Alternative B because I believe in 

accepting a reasonable level of risk, and I think this is a 

reasonable level of risk. We've heard about the high 

winds. A lot of the radiation was also blown out east of 

Rocky Flats. Just because property is east of Indiana 

Street does not make it exempt from any consequences of 

radiation and we haven't had the kind of study on the lands 

around the great western Reservoir, Standley Lake, et 

cetera. And if there is going to be extensive monitoring, 

there needs to be monitoring out there. 

And you look east of Indiana and you see 

fields where the horses have stripped the vegetation off, 

that is more of a concern to me than a few trails in 

Alternative 8. I think that we can safely access this site 

with Alternative B and we need to be - -  we need to monitor 

it, we need to be careful about how we access it, but I 

don't think the plutonium on the site should automatically 

preclude public access. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Julia Schwab and Lynn Segal. 

BY MS.  JULIA SCHWAB: 

I'm Julia Schwab. I'm an art therapist and 

I'm here to represent the honesty and trust the children may 

experience in having a safe environment in which to play and 

to explore. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

56 

I did an exercise with kids creating ways 

that they could describe how they felt to be true inside 

themselves. And these are images that the kids painted in a 

way of saying, this is how I see myself. And then what we 

did is we talked about what it was like when we have to deal 

with things that are not true. 

So I'm going to read a poem here that's 

called "False". And "False" is a collaboration between two 

characters talking to each other about how absurd it is to 

live where there's such deceit. 

"The black sky shines in the morning. So, 

the green sun shines on my hair. So, I walk on the purple 

ground. So, my red lips shine on the plants. So, my pink 

shoes shine on my glasses. So, my brown coins shine on the 

garbage can. So, my yellow teeth shine on the water. So, 

my orange eyes shine on the desk. So, my green ring lights 

a fire. So, my blue fingernails shine on the blackboard. 

So, my gray notebook shines on your nose. So, my red lips 

shine on the clock. So, my silver eyes shine on the 

ceiling. So, my violet car shines on the moon. So, my 

purple green dress shines on the sun. So, my silver red and 

black paper shines on the wall. So, my maroon body shines 

on the flag." Signed, Jeannie Turner and Nancy Ortiz. 

Rocky Flats is not a safe place. It is 

false. Let's protect the opportunity for children to live 
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in an honest world. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Lynn Segal and Scott Hatfield. 

BY MS. LYNN SEGAL: 

Lynn Segal, Boulder. I remember when we 

lived in Salt Lake, at one point our family had to drink 

powdered milk because the cows were eating grasses. They 

were doing above-ground testing in the area and ten years 

later a particular dormant phase for leukemia, to happen, my 

mom died in Washington at 39 years of age. 

So I'm not really impressed with the 

situation at Rocky Flats, naturally. We have a fence in 

Israel, folks heard about the fence, 30-feet high cement 

fence, this is the kind of fence we need here. Actually, 

this is a very expensive fence, I'll tell you, very 

expensive. And you and I are paying for it, 

actually. But in Israel, it's actually outside 

of the green line where it's not supposed to be so it's 

actually having to be torn down. We should put it up here. 

That would keep animals out definitely. I don't see a deer 

that could cross that. 

No particulates need be redistributed. 

That's why we need a fence of this magnitude. No humans on 

the site for 240,000 years, times two. That's the half life 

of radioactivity. Refuse the EIS, the Environmental Impact 

Statement, and deny certification to the EPA for subsequent 
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wildlife refuge status. 

I remember hearing about this at City 

Council, the first time I heard wildlife refuge, I thought 

the same way as the gal that said, refuge, what? No refuge. 

This is a Superfund site. John Till's study 

of the 32 picocuries per gram, we need much lower than that. 

I remember my dad, he lost his wife this way, was 

complaining that John Till's study was too liberal. I 

suggest much less. 

The precautionary principle must be 

considered. The cascade of effects from the remaining 

results of this weapons plant can never be adequately 

assessed. There is not enough money and resources to do it. 

And if there were, there would still be unknowns. That is 

why the precautionary principle needs to predicate all our 

considerations of diplomacy, foreign relations and global 

trade policies and the USA Neo-Absolutism. This is a new 

term I heard at the war colloquium at CU last week. 

Neo-Absolutism is our abuse of power and 

arrogance on virtually every country on the face of the 

planet. Any foreseeable use of this land of any type, any 

use, serves as a validation for the establishment of future 

DOE nuclear weapons plants, which are being actively 

considered by our administration. 

Weed management, use the micro (phonetic) 
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recommended by Glen Ackland to reduce threat of fires, a 

little buy that eats all the weeds and then dies and then 

there cannot be airborne transport of the particulates. 

Also, a sprinkler system on the entire area to include the 

buffer zone f o r  light use surrounding the wind, heavy wind 

and fire threat days and assure that there's not too much 

water use that that would be the medium for redistribution 

in the aquifers. Thank you very much. 

MS. ERIKSON: Scott Hatfield and Bob 

Findlay. 

BY MR. SCOTT HATFIELD: 

Scott Hatfield, Boulder, Colorado. I urge 

you to adopt the no action alternative and keep people out 

of the area. There's a lot of hot spots that people don't 

know about. In my opinion, they'll never find all the hot 

spots, the memorandum sampling method, and there's just too 

many places that haven't been hit or sampled. 

Dow going out there in the ' 5 0 s  and such and 

dumping, burying, hiding stuff, and they could have done a 

good job of hiding some of that stuff. 

Another concern is the incineration fallout 

from unknown vast quantities of mixed radioactive waste. 

The residues here, they're talking about 71,000 kilograms of 

radioactive ash, just from the incineration. I think in the 

subsequent hearings that's what it was down to, 36,000, but 
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that was the first figure I heard. 

Also, I've been involved with this Rocky 

Flats issue since 1983. There's a real problem with the 

culture of secrecy and deceit. An incomplete cleanup is 

going to cause a lot of problems too. You'll have long-term 

migration problems, you have streams down gradient from the 

DOE site. There's a problem with actinides. The 

radioactive particles have been characterized by DOE as 

staying near the surface and migrating laterally mostly with 

rain. 

So you have that accumulation and DOE is 

saying that it doesn't infiltrate virtually into the soil. 

So you have this accumulation up near the soil. So burns 

shouldn't happen, you should control the weeds. You should 

probably check for bioaccumulation, acceptable species, 

maybe do some tissue tests. Wildlife will be contaminated, 

that's going to be a problem, birth defects, mutation. You 

yet people on there, kids will be crawling around eating all 

sorts of dirt with actinides near the surface. Dust needs 

to be minimized. Access and development will increase that. 

It seems like a big green washing effort to 

just sweep the problems under the rug here, put a happy 

bunny face on it. Look at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal. 

You've got school kids intentionally exposed 

to live nerve gas bomblets and these are in areas that the 
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Feds have already designated as being cleaned. It reminds 

me of - -  some people wanting to go there reminds me of 

talking to homeowners in the ' 8 0 s  that lived there saying, 

hey, doesn't bother me, can't see it, can't smell it. It's 

all okay. 

MS. ERIKSON: Bob Findlay, Mike Donley. 

BY MR. BOB FINDLAY: 

I'm Bob Findlay, a CU student. I trust the 

EPA and Colorado Department of Health will make an accurate 

risk assessment of the site. Therefore I support the 

proposed access, but I believe the addition of a public 

rifle range and a place to throw clays would be appropriate 

to this site. A public rifle range would be a practical 

alternative to hunting. 

MS.,ERIKSON: Mike Donley and Jim Morris. 

BY MR. MIKE DONLEY: 

I'm Mike Donley. I'm coming as a citizen of 

Boulder and also as a CU student. I'd just like to say that 

Plan A is definitely the best course of action as to what's 

still left on the site and the safety of the people that are 

interested in using the site. And I just want to say that 

this feels - -  your representation here feels awfully 

reminiscent of misinformation of the past, especially when 

it refers to the atomic fallout test that she talked about 

in Utah, that were being exposed to downwind fallout. 
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If this were a real representation of the 

site there, that big blob that says DOE retained would have 

crisscross patterns of all the stuff that's been left 

underground, in the pipes, between buildings. Building 771 

should be a big star on there in the way the contamination 

is still left at the site. 

And I just think that it appears that once 

the DOE says this is clean and Fish h Wildlife is so eager 

to get its hands on it, that the Fish L Wildlife Service can 

be held responsible for like - -  the DOE can be absolved of 

any doubt if they say it's clean. They give it to the Fish 

& Wildlife Service and any sort of problems arise in the 

future, who is to blame? Are you guys going to say that 

that's contamination after the site was cleaned up? What if 

it's you find on the lower end of the site in the buffer 

zone that's coming close to Indiana Street, you find 300 

picocuries in the soil, are you still going to do anything? 

Are you going to have any fence whatsoever? 

And that raises another question of a lot of 

people to make an informed decision before entering the 

site, having a sign there saying this site was exposed to 

radiation, even in this spot, even in the buffer zone, they 

are above normal background levels of radiation. And there 

should be a sign that says, if your child falls, you should 

wash his cuts, clean the child's clothes, wash the child 
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thoroughly once you yet home. And you should also have 

fences around the industrial zone showing radioactive signs 

and you should allow people to make an informed decision on 

if they want to use the park or not, but it should be an 

unbiased sign stating the facts. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Jim Morris. 

MR. HUGHES: This is the last person that's 

signed up to speak. Obviously we do have a little bit more 

time for people who want three minutes. I've got the 

sign-up sheets, you can meet me over there. 

BY MR. JIM MORRIS: 

There's some good news, like LeRoy Moore and 

a bunch of the folks at the Peace Center managed to force 

the DOE to clean up the soil. Before that they were going 

for a much more dangerous level of plutonium. So if all of 

you yet upset and talk to your neighbors and write letters 

to the editor and stuff, we can improve it, we don't have to 

yo through this dog and pony show with the Fish & Wildlife 

people pulling the wool over our eyes. 

Basically the DOE lies. It always lies. 

It's got so much power and it wasn't regulated by 

environmental laws until, I don't know whether it was the 

'70s or something where finally the military started having 

to obey some of the cleanup laws. 

Just quickly, some of the things I've noticed 
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over time, like they fired Iggy, the scientist that was not 

finding plutonium moving the soil and then when it rained 

heavily one summer and the plutonium moved in the soil, they 

fired him. And when they made concrete out of the toxic 

pond sludge, it all melted. The oil drums of plutonium 

leaked and incinerated, it caught on fire. Building 371 

cost up-teen millions and it was contaminated when they 

first started it. 

They lied about midnight burning. They lied 

about dumping radioactive substances and volatile organic 

chemicals into the drinking water supplies for Broomfield 

and Westminster. They just lie all the time. 

They lie in other places. Like they drill 

test wells and they drill them in solid rock where there 

wasn't any water. There's supposed to be wells to test 

water. They don't consider tornados, high winds, stream 

beds moving, Arvada building housing, earthquakes, et 

cetera. These guys are liars. 

Just a sellout because they don't have to 

clean it up as much if it's a wildlife refuge. That's the 

reason they don't want to monitor or look anymore, because 

if they find any more waste, they might have to clean it up 

and yet upset. 

No access, Alternative A. Sample the rest of 

the site, yet them to post a bond, realize - -  like the local 
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politicians, Romer, Lamb, Skaggsworth, they all supported 

Rocky Flats at first until they were repeatedly lied to. 

And after they were lied to, then they finally started 

listening to the citizens. 

So it's only when you guys get upset and then 

DOE starts lying over and over to politicians and to us that 

we'll find out how bad it is. They don't want us to find 

out. They're just a criminal agency. 

In the last year, last summer, they tried to 

downgrade radioactive waste so it could be disposed of in a 

normal sanitary waste, no special treatment. They also 

tried to recycle radioactive waste. I don't know what else 

I can say. It's criminal to do this working for the Fish & 

Wildlife, it's criminal to work for the PR agency. You're 

like tobacco lawyers. 

MS. ERIKSON: Rich Andrews is the last one, 

unless somebody else signs up. 

BY MR. RICH ANDREWS: 

I'm Rich Andrews. I'm an environmental 

engineer. I worked in the uranium industry until I couldn't 

stand it. And that was approximately 25 years ago, 

approximately. I got out because there is no separation of 

any aspect of the uranium or the fuel processing system or 

cycles for weapons and we can't go on with this. 

The Fish & Wildlife Service unfortunately has 
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become the pawn of the agency, ERDA, the DOE and all the 

contractors that operated that place out there. You don't 

have an alternative in your EIS that meets my views. My 

views are close it, fence it, pave it over. 

With all of the money that's been spent on 

writing memos over the last 15 years, we could have alfeady 

closed this and paved it over permanently. And that8s what 

ought-to be done with it. 

It wasn't safe from the minute the Atomic 

Commission stepped onto Rocky Flats, it wasn't safe when,Dow 

was there, when Rockwell was there or any operator since. 

It is contaminated. It will be contaminated for more than 

this human civilization has existed. 

We cannot allow it to be used for anything 

other than absolute closure. We should declare this site a 

national sacrifice zone. 

Rocky Flats is Colorado's erosion. Erect a 

monument at the perimeter that says, this site is forever 

closed. This monument stands to acknowledge mankind's low 

point in its intellectual and social evolution. We can't - -  
and we commit to never go down that path again. 

I ask you, the Fish & Wildlife Service, to 

take heed. I say you are the pawns of all these other 

people and I feel sorry for you because you've been put into 

a horrible position. Close it, seal it. 
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I 

MR. HUGHES: I'm going to ask Dean to come 

take the microphone and say a few words in response to 

anything that he heard as well as address the questions that 

have been asked. And if we have time, there may be some 

more. 

MR. RUNDLE: I want to thank all of you for 

coming out tonight and participating in our process. We 

also appreciate the overwhelming support for the 

alternatives. Actually, there is an important message I do 

want to give you before I get into questions. 

I know that many of you are frustrated about 

the scope of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan. Many of the 

testimony tonight addresses issues that are cleanup issues. 

And I need to make it completely clear to everyone here that 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service is not responsible, nor do we 

have the authority to make cleanup decisions at Rocky 

Flats. It is clearly and unequivocally the authority and 

responsibility of the Department of Energy with oversight 

from the Environmental Protection Agency and the State of 

Colorado. You should be glad of that. You would not want 

the Fish & Wildlife Service to be making cleanup 

decisions on this site. Making nuclear weapons and the 

cleanup aftermath is not our core business, our core 

business is managing land for wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Early on Mike talked about one of the things 
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that's made this a challenging process for us, this time 

line that we are given by law. And that is that this is 

very unusual for us to be in this position of writing a 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan before we acquire land. 

The plan that we have presented to you, the 

alternatives we have presented, are based on the pretext 

that there will be a complete and effective cleanup of this 

site and that the site will be certified as safe for 

wildlife refuge use, protective of a refuge worker and 

people who might be less exposed than the refuge worker. 

And that will be certified by the public health agencies 

that are overseeing the Department of Energy and the 

cleanup. 

Unfortunately, the way this cleanup is 

progressing, it is an interim process and all those cleanup 

decisions that will be made by the DOE, EPA and the State of 

Colorado have not yet been made. There is no record of 

decision at this time, the remedial investigation and 

feasibility study is not yet complete. The comprehensive 

risk assessment is not complete, yet we are required by law 

to complete our planning process by December of this year. 

So what that means is, these alternatives are 

proposed with the understanding that this will be certified 

as safe for those things when these things are done. If new 

information comes to light before the refuge comes in, it's 
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very clear in the statute that cleanup trumps anything in 

the refuge. 

There is additional data collection that is 

ongoing, We have deer tissue samples that are being 

submitted to laboratories for analytical analyses for 

plutonium, americium and uranium. If we find out from that 

analytical test that there is contaminant tissue, of course 

that will affect any final decision to implement this 

proposed hunting plan. 

The Fish & Wildlife Service agrees that more 

characterization is needed. We have asked the Department of 

Energy for this, they have supported us as this being done. 

And I believe, Mark, at this time, over 500 additional 

locations are being sampled in the buffer zone to look for 

contaminants in the soil. 

There are other - -  it's great to see 

everybody here tonight. In some of these situations I 

believe you're not addressing your concerns to the people 

who have the authority to make the decisions that you want 

to see changed. 

Questions about what type of boundary will be 

between the DOE retained lands and lands that may be 

transferred to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service will not be 

made by the U . S .  Fish & Wildlife Service, they will be made 

by the Rocky Flats cleanup agreement parties, the DOE, the 
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EPA and the State of Colorado. We will provide input to 

that, you also provide input to that too. 

I think it's very unfortunate that one of the 

Citizen's Advisory Boards, which is a formal group of 

citizens that informs the Department of Energy, has their 

meetings, there are one or two members of the public who 

participate and address these types of questions and 

concerns to DOE and EPA and the State Health Department when 

they are present in those settings. So I would encourage 

all of you to avail yourselves of the opportunities to talk 

contaminated issues to contaminant decision makers. 

Q. When is the next one? 

MR. RUNDLE: I think they're the first 

Thursday of every month. 

Q. And where are they? 

MR. RUNDLE: College Hill Library in 

Westminster. Thank you. 

Other opportunities for you to have input are 

through your local elected officials who represent you on 

the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments, and I also 

encourage you to make your comments and ideas directly to 

the RFCA party agencies. 

So cleanup trumps - -  there's been a lot said 

tonight about the overall dangerousness of the entire Rocky 

Flats site. I can tell you that as of today, I think 
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earlier we were talking about 5 picocuries per gram maximum 

contamination than the lands currently proposed to transfer 

to Fish & Wildlife. 

I don't know of any credible scientific 

evidence of dangerous levels of contamination in the lands 

that are proposed to be transferred. We'll take more 

samples, if we find higher levels in this sampling, 

obviously that will cause us to alter our plans or more 

likely cause DOE to alter its cleanup plans and to expand 

them. 

I guess that about covers it. I think the 

most important thing that we all have to do, Fish & Wildlife 

Service and the public, is to engage the RFCA parties as 

important decisions are going to be made about long-term 

stewardship, the institutional control plans and how this 

site is going to be monitored and how the remedy is going to 

be maintained for the long term. Those decisions are 

upcoming and we will be involved in that and I encourage all 

of you to use the appropriate venues that are available to 

you to communicate your concerns and desires about that. 

The DOE will be responsible for those 

institutional controls, not the Fish & Wildlife Service. 

Before I go on, I'd just like to acknowledge 

John Rempe. John would you like to say anything about the 

refuge? John is with DOE. 
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MR. REMPE: For those of you who don't know 

me, I'm John Rempe, R-e-m-p-e, I'm with the U . S .  Department 

of Energy out at Rocky Flats. We are the agency that is 

responsible for the cleanup. We are the agency that will be 

responsible for managing the retained lands after the 

cleanup is over. 

Really, the only thing I wanted to say 

tonight, and not to take away from the purpose of the 

meeting, we will be hosting an open house on April 14th. 

Mike, can you write this down? Thank you. We'll be hosting 

an open house regarding the cleanup on April 14th from 6 : O O  

to 8 : O O  in the evening. We have yet to choose a location 

for this and we will advertise that through a community 

advisory through our local government action, but also on 

our website, which is www.rfets.gov. 

And quite simply - -  we hope to see many of 

you there, not all of you there, and be able to answer your 

questions about the cleanup. Very simply this process has 

evoked a lot of interest in the cleanup and we would like to 

get a chance to tell you what we know about the site, how we 

plan to clean it up and how we plan to take care of it 

afterwards. So hope to see you there and thank you very 

much. 
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Q. What's the phone number? 

MR. REMPE: If you have specific questions 

about the meeting place, why don't you just call me. My 

number is (303) 966-6246. And we'll get you the information 

you need. 

MR. RUNDLE: Thank you, John. And we need 

to make sure, if we can, to contact the people that were at 

Westminster last night because the time that I had was 3:OO 

to 5 : O O  p.m., so hopefully we make sure we do that. 

I'm going to try to answer questions that I 

can that are within the scope of our plan and our decision 

making pool. The first question from the testimony that 

Mike captured was, why select Alternative B. And I think 

there was a larger question there about why a preferred 

alternative was proposed. 

It's our responsibility to bring to you a 

preferred alternative. This decision is an executive 

decision made by the regional director of the U.S. Fish h 

Wildlife Service, so the process we're engaged in now is to 

get your input and feedback back on the proposal. 

We believe at this point that Alternative B 

is the best of the four plausible alternatives to meet the 

intent of congress in establishing Rocky Flats as a future 

National Wildlife Refuge, to meet the purposes of that 

established in the legislation, the missions and goals of 
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the National Wildlife Refuge system and in concert with 

feedback that we got during our public scoping process. 

So we presented these alternatives, we're 

required to present a preferred alternative, that is part of 

NEPA, and that's what we've done. And we're accepting and 

we'll definitely consider the comments that we're hearing 

during this formal comment period. 

The second question was, why take the risk of 

exposing people to contamination. And again, I'll say that 

this is - -  this plan is predicated on a safe and effective 

cleanup that is certified by the Environmental Protection 

Agency. There is probably not zero risk, but the cleanup 

levels that are being implemented now, are designed to be 

protective of the most exposed people for the future use of 

the site. 

The future use of the site, as brought 

forward by congress, is to be a National Wildlife Refuge. 

The cleanup is to be based on protection of a refuge worker. 

And I believe, Mark, the current levels and calculations are 

three times ten minus the fifth or 1 in 300,000 chance of 

cancer above background for refuge workers. 

This is the minimum requirement for a cleanup 

is 1 in 10,000 chance above background. So that's the risk 

that we're talking about. Visitors would not be on the site 

working on a daily basis would have the lowest risk. 
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The next question was about horse access and 

why it would only be allowed in the southern part. And we 

got a lot of feedback from the folks during scoping about 

different types of access that they wanted. We had 

originally proposed only foot and some limited bicycle 

access on some trails, there was a large input requesting 

the equestrian use be accommodated as well. 

Part of what we do to try to avoid conflict 

between different groups is use temporal space and zoning. 

That was our thought on this case. Some people want to be 

on those types of multiple use trails, some people want 

pedestrian only, some people want bicycle. Only there's a 

big mix and we were trying, in our proposals, to balance 

that issue. 

If Alternative A is selected, how do you keep 

people out of the site. Once again, this is really outside 

of the scope of our plan. If I recollect, we're talking 

about out of DOE retained lands, and that's a decision that 

will be reached by the RFCA parties and when the 

institutional controls are determined at the time of the 

final record of decision. So you'll have an opportunity to 

engage in that public process with those decision makers. 

How is one supposed to know when they've 

crossed a boundary? We will be responsible for the external 

boundary of the site after land is transferred. All our 
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proposals call for us to maintain the existing five-strand 

barbed wire stock fence around the site. Our boundaries 

will refer to National Wildlife Refuge boundary signs that 

say National Wildlife Refuge, all unauthorized entry 

prohibited. And they will be posted at appropriate 

intervals around the site and corners marked as well. 

Q. What is an appropriate interval? 

MR. RUNDLE: Typically on rural sections we 

use about a quarter mile, but an urban area, if there's a 

lot of traffic, we may go closer than that. And we post 

them on the corners. That's typical. And it would depend 

on the use. Where we've got private pasture lands on the 

south, where there's only one prrson at this time that has 

access, I think it's a quarter mile is probably adequate, if 

that land is developed later for residential use we probably 

would put up signs a little bit down there. 

If terns of the markers of the boundaries 

between the two properties, again that's outside the scope 

of this plan. We will be making recommendations to DOE on 

this. We want this boundary to be clearly and as 

permanently marked as possible. 

If it's deemed safe by the RFCA parties, we 

would prefer the boundary not preclude the movement of 

wildlife between the two ownerships or unnecessarily detract 

from the aesthetics of the site. But again, that's going to 
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be something determined by somebody else. And whatever the 

institutional control plan calls for, we'll certainly 

respect and live with that because cleanup trumps refuge in 

all cases. 

What if high contamination levels are 

discovered in the buffer zone? We're going to be - -  like I 

said, there's more looking to be done. The institutional 

control samples are being taken. We do what's called a 

Level 3 - -  excuse me, a Level 3 contaminant survey. We're 

required by DOE policy to do a contaminant survey on all 

lands before they're acquired in the U.S. Wildlife Refuge 

System. 

Level 1 survey is typically done when there's 

farm lands. And that may be simply a check with the health 

departments to see if there are any known dump sites. An 

inoculate survey of the site is looking for old drums and 

farmsteads and things like that. 

The Level 3 survey is the highest level 

survey and this involves collecting analytical data from 

soil and byota, the sampling of deer tissue, we'll be 

reviewing aerial photographs looking for disturbances that 

are not documented to see if there's sites we need to test. 

We heard a lot about clandestine 

nighttime dumping, things like that. We at this point 

aren't aware of any of that in the land proposed in the 
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National Wildlife Refuge. If you know where something is, 

talk to Mark Sattelberg and point it out on the map and 

we'll go look. 

I think that's all the questions. DOE is 

going to have to come and get anything that they left on the 

site. We're not going to be responsible for picking up 

anything. The only thing we'll be responsible for would be 

any contaminants that we would cause to be released through 

our management. such as if there was a misuse of an 

herbicide or a spill of hydraulic fluid from a tractor while 

we are managing a refuge, that would be our responsibility. 

Q. One of your earlier responses to one of the 

questions about the risk of exposure, you said EPA will 

certify. Is that the same EPA that certified that downtown 

Manhattan was safe after the two towers came down? I used 

to work at EPA when it was an honorable association, but I 

can!t say that's true now, but if you're relying on them 

now, you shouldn't either. 

MR. RUNDLE: I don't think there was a 

question there. 

Q. Well, is it the same EPA? 

MR. RUNDLE: To my knowledge, it's the same 

Environmental Protection Agency. 

Q. How often will your contaminant surveys be 

done? 
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MR. RUNDLE: We will do a pre-acquisition 

contaminant survey. DOE will be responsible for long-term 

monitoring of the effectiveness of the remedy. 

Q. In the buffer zone? 

MR. RUNDEL: If it's required by the 

long-term monitoring plan, which we don't decide, you 

guys need to talk to the RFCA parties about that. 1'11 say 

it again, the Rocky Flats cleanup agreement parties that 

make the decisions are the Department of Energy, United 

States Department of Energy, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, and the State of Colorado, Department of 

Public Health and the Environment. 

Q. Can you tell us how much resolve is being 

paid, whether it comes out of your budget or DOE'S budget? 

MR. RUNDLE: I don't know the exact amount of 

the contract, but I believe we can get that for you. They 

are contracted to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, W E  has 

provided funding to us for the completion of this 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan EIS. 

Q. Are there staff members present here now? 

MR. RUNDLE: We have three contractors. 

Q. You had mentioned that you have taken deer 

for sampling for americium and plutonium; is that right? 

MR. RUNDLE: And uranium. The deer were 

collected last year in a cooperative effort with the 
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Colorado Division of Wildlife for chronic wasting disease. 

26 deer were taken for CWD testing, which we use that 

opportunity to collect tissue samples from all those deer, 

muscle, liver, bone, lung and kidney. 

Q. My question is, has the muscle been 

characterized for a volatile organic carbon tetrachloride? 

MR. RUNDLE: We're not putting that in right 

now. To our knowledge, there is a carbon test plume in the 

industrial area, but it's a groundwater issue, to the best 

of our knowledge. 

Q. I understand that you're going to be testing 

fauna. How about flora, are you going to do any vegetation 

testing? 

MR. RUNDLE: I don't know. The plan is not 

complete yet. 

MR. SATTELBERG: Right now the plan is not to 

test any of the - -  

Q. Why not? 

MR. SATTELBERG: Mostly because there's just 

stxdies done by CSU. 

Q. I've seen studies that say plants do uptake 

plutonium into their roots. 

MR. SATTELBERG: They do take some up, but not 

very much. You have to look at which animals are going to 

be eating the roots and whether or not they are going to 
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transfer through the food chain. 

Q. And therefore no sampling is necessary? 

MR. SATTELBERG: We may, it's just really up 

to the DOE. 

Q. At this point there's information on two 

occasions, I don't know if Lisa Morzel is still in the room, 

from Boulder City Council, she asked John Rempe to provide 

samples of vegetation for analysis. He refused twice 

without reasonable funding. I think this is a matter - -  

it's something we should insist on before you agree to burn 

500 acres each and every year. You must do this out of 

decency, for God sake. 

Q. Why allow hunting? 

MR. RUNDLE: Good question. As Bini put on 

her chart here, there are - -  the U.S. National Wildlife 

Refuge is basically for two reasons. One is to provide a 

wholesome outdoor recreational experience, and also for 

population control of ungulates. 

Our organic legislation, the National 

Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997, identifies six 

priority public uses for refuges, and they were listed - -  

and hunting is one of them. These are the things that 

congress said we should provide to the public on National 

Wildlife Refuges whenever it is compatible for establishment 

purposes of the refuge. 
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Q. Hunting with a bow, like in Vermont, hunting 

with a bow in a ten-year period left something like ten 

times the number of injured deer than hunting with a gun. I 

mean, I'm against hunting, but hunting with a bow leaves far 

more injured animals. Surely there's more wholesome 

activities like hiking rather than hunting and murdering 

animals. 

MR. RUNDLE: I'll take that as not a 

question. 

Q. I have a question about your soil survey from 

the contamination. Are you going to at all account for hot 

spot possibilities or will you be taking an overall average 

of the hot spots? 

MR. RUNDLE: What is it, Mark, it's 5 samples 

and 4 more composite testing every 30 acres. 

Q. Can you clarify what he said? 

MR. RUNDLE: I'm sorry, Mark? 

MR. SATTELBERG: The sampling calls for 

gridding the entire site in 30-acre grids and then taking 

.five subsamples from each 30-acre grid and composite into 

one sample. 

MR. RUNDLE: So there will be about - -  
MR. SATTELBERG: Total subsamples will about 

570. Those would be composited into about 115 samples 

across the buffer zone. 
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MR. RUNDLE: And what would that - -  or if you 

can give me how much of that increase or knowledge of what 

we have now in the buffer zone. 

MR. SATTELBERG: The sampling plan is set up 

to give us 90 percent confidence that we find everything 

that's out there. There's only a 10 percent confidence that 

we've missed something. 

Q. My question is, I understand that the buffer 

zone, the zone that's going to be turned into a refuge, will 

have to be cleaned, certified cleaned before Fish L Wildlife 

accepts it, but the zones that are going to be kept by the 

DOE is still going to be contaminated. Everyone agrees to 

that. How are - -  how do you control for movement of that 

contamination onto the Fish L Wildlife Service land? 

MR. RUNDLE: This is really again a cleanup 

question. We don't decide. But the surface, from my 

understanding, is cleaned to a depth of three feet. So we 

know there's going to be some residual contamination and 

it's going to be a pathway cut off of three feet of clean 

soil. So if someone did walk on the surface and where that 

is, I really think as long as there's long-term stewardship 

and how we maintain that remedy, and that's a decision that 

RFCA parties will make, and we all need to engage it. 

Q. If this site is opened for public use, what 

type of information will be provided to the public about its 
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history and contamination? 

MR. RUNDLE: I think that'a a very good 

question. And we do have a safety objective in all of the 

alternatives about educating people. We have not gotten yet 

to the specifics that of. I think that would be an 

important thing for you to provide in written comments if 

you have specific language that you think we should consider 

when we do a sign plan out there, but there will be a safety 

education component regardless of which alternative is 

finally selected. And that may be signs, it may be 

brochures, things like that. 

Q. Are you aware that if there were five people 

in a room and one is dead and one is running a temperature, 

spiked temperature, and you took a composite or an average 

of their temperatures, you'd have everybody alive. I think 

it's not good to take a 30-acre site where there could be a 

hot spot and then average it to other places where there 

could be no contamination. And I put it into the form of a 

question. Are you aware? 

MR. RUNDLE: I am not. Again, that's 

something that needs to be taken up - -  I'm not an expert on 

design and those types of samples. 

Q. You said the DOE is responsible for the 

cleanup decisions, is Fish L Wildlife providing comments and 

guidance to the cleanup levels to protect from the 
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resources? 

MR. RUNDLE: We are. We do have two 

contaminant people working with DOE, we do review plans, we 

do provide comments and suggestions to them. 

Q. Nd are you providing the same comments you 

would if it was a private company that was responsible for 

the contamination? 

MR. RUNDLE: Absolutely. 

Q. My understanding is that while the 

concentration has been on surface cleanup, there will be, in 

fact by their admission, little or no cleanup below three 

feet. And so I'm sure there are many, many industrial sites 

that would fit into this category where the contamination is 

below three feet. Think of a lot of gas stations, in 

particular, using tanks. My question is, does this pose a 

great new opportunity for Fish h Wildlife to expand their 

operations across the nation by declaring these sites 

wildlife refuges? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's really outside the scope 

of our plan. This site is designated as a future refuge by 

congress. 

Q. I would just be interested in hearing how you 

feel about being placed in a position where you're 

responsible for an area which you have not qualified 

yourself as a qualified member of the DOE and the area that 
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IS yours and managed by you and the contaminated area is 

still the property of the DOE. How do you feel about that? 

MR. RUNDLE: I'm not sure I understood. 

Could you restate that briefly so I can give you an 

answer? 

Q. I'm interested in hearing how you feel about 

your position in which you're maintaining the lands in which 

you have not had any control in the standards of safety or 

the signage between your lands and also the contaminated 

lands that are nearby. 

MR. RUNDLE: A s  I said before, we are not 

providing cleanup. I do have considerably more trust in the 

health agencies that are overseeing the cleanup than some of 

the other people in this room. I'm not an employee of the 

government, I work for you. And we're the executive branch. 

Congress passes laws and we execute them to the best of our 

ability. 

Q. I think I missed it. What did you say the 

Fish h Wildlife was considering as the dangerous level of PU 

in the soil? 

MR. RUNDLE: You know, we don't set that 

standard. All I can say is that right now, to our 

knowledge, the landscape outside that green blob, the 

highest levels are 5 picocuries per gram. The State Health 

Department and the EPA are not requiring any cleanup of any 
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of that land that is proposed to be transferred because they 

don't think there needs to be cleanup there to be protected 

of the most exposed person. 

Q. I was actually wondering if you had started 

to think about any sort of safety protocols similar to the 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal, such as zero dust policy or constant 

misting to kind of keep the soil from redispersing itself? 

MR. RUNDLE: I believe they do have dust 

control going on. 

Q. I mean, when it was turned over to you and 

you all are monitoring the area, do you have that f o r  your 

own safety protocols? 

MR. RUNDLE: We have not been considering 

doing that because we're not in the cleanup business. We 

will not be cleaning up this site, it will be certified for 

the uses that are proposed. 

If you look at the back of the plan, we went 

to the State Health Department and EPA and said, we're 

considering using grassland management tools such as 

prescribed fire, grazing, using tillage equipment to do some 

site restoration. Is this safe? Can we do this? And there 

are letters from both the State Health Department and the 

EPA, and you can read those, and their answer was, yes, in 

the areas that we anticipated would be transferred. 

The intent that I've gotten from the State 
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and EPA is that the lands that will be transferred and not 

required to be retained by DOE will not require any 

institutional controls to be protected. 

Q. I had a question. I'm concerned about 

burrowing animals such as prairie dogs that may go below the 

three-foot level that is certified as cleaned, and if you 

plan on dealing with that situation? 

MR. RUNDLE: Again, we're concerned about 

that as well because we want this remedied to be state 

protected in the long term. The exact requirements of doing 

that again are part of institutional controls and outside 

the scope of our plan, but we do address the issue and 

concern about prairie dogs. 

If you read about the prairie dog management, 

that's proposed in the various alternatives. We do not 

want to exacerbate the situation. We will not accept - -  

well, Alternative B would allow acceptance of relocating 

prairie dogs. We'll do that with some municipal governments 

to accept prairie dogs. Our proposal is that we not accept 

any prairie dogs and we also want to manage our vegetation 

to deter movement of prairie dogs toward the boundaries. 

so we really need to be careful about where vegetation 

heights are reduced to various grassland management 

techniques. 

We don't want to make it easy for prairie 
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dogs to invade the buffer zone. We have made 

recommendations to DOE about the types of vegetation that 

they should receive and to their retained lands and it's a 

very important component of preventing prairie dog invasion 

to maintain a robust and tall vegetative cover on these 

sites. 

Q .  I'm confused. If you could help me 

understand, I think I heard you say that - -  you were just 

referring to requesting permission to do fires in the buffer 

zone. Is that - -  

MR. RUNDLE: We have proposed, in 

several of the alternatives, that we would use prescribed 

burning as a grassland management technique. Also, in 

several alternatives we propose to use grazing, either 

as a grassland management technique or using goats as 

a weed control technique as part of integrative pest 

management. 

We also may, in some alternatives, use some 

tillage to recede areas that are invaded with exotic 

vegetation. So we went to the health agencies and asked 

them about what they thought about those ideas and their 

responses are in our plan. 

Q .  So it seems to me like I've also heard that 

we're in agreement that there is not a very well understood 

characterization of the contamination in the buffer zones. 
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Is that - -  am I right? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, what I think I said is we 

don't have any data right now that says there's dangerous 

levels of contaminants out there. 

Q .  That's because we don't have data on it. 

MR. RUNDLE: And as I said earlier, the 

cleanup is more important than the refuge. And if we find 

that there are levels - -  we have to be done by December. 

All these decisions are made by then. I don't know how long 

it will be until land may be transferred. There has to be a 

record decision, there has to be certification. It may be 

in 2007 or '8, it may be a lot longer than that. 

Q. If this is going to be entitled a wildlife 

refuge and if those are the six goals of the wildlife 

refuge - -  

MR. RUNDLE: Those are the priority public 

uses of National Wildlife Refuges we allow, as opposed to 

hang gliders or model airplanes, those are the goals of the 

refuge. 

Q. I'm just thrown by, all of a sudden if we're 

talking about - -  sounds like you're trying to manage it as a 

cattle ranch again. 

or discouraging things like prairie dogs which support about 

160 other wildlife species, that doesn't sound like a 

wildlife refuge. Assuming it's safe for humans or animals, 

And if you're going to be killing off 
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are you intending to just use this as an extension of a 

cattle ranch or is it really a wildlife refuge? 

MR. RUNDLE: Absolutely not. There are 

several ecological factors that are important in the 

evolution and the maintenance of healthy grasslands. One of 

the natural ecological pressures on grasslands are grazing 

by bison. If we use cattle grazing it will be as a 

grassland management technique. It will be short rotation, 

intensive grazing to emulate natural grazing patterns. 

we would be using cattle to manage grass, not grass to feed 

cattle. Does that make sense? 

So 

Q. Yes. And I would hope that you wouldn't be 

killing off predators. 

MR. RUNDLE: No, we're not into that. The 

prairie dog issue, as I said, we are concerned, we don't 

want to exacerbate any problems with prairie dogs moving 

towards the retained land. Also, the black tail prairie dog 

is typically a short grass species. Rare habitats on the 

western side of the Rocky Flats live in native tall grass 

who are native-habitat types. We think that prairie dogs in 

that portion of the refuge would not be part of the natural 

environment because black tail prairie dogs are not a tall 

grass prairie species. 

Q. They're short grass? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's correct. 
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Q. So you don't have any intentions of restoring 

this to any short grass prairie? 

MR. RUNDLE: If you look at this habitat 

map up here, you can see that portions - -  the short grass 

is short and mixed grass, these green colors, so the 

eastern part of the site is short and tall grass prairie. 

We have a map that shows current prairie dog colonies, here 

and here, so there's not a lot of prairie dogs on this site 

now. 

We went under the various alternatives 

allowing to expand to certain acreages, but we don't want to 

encourage them toward the DOE lands and we don't want to 

encourage them toward the tall grass areas. 

Q. I just want to thank you for making this 
> 

so much better than the scoping meetings where we really 

could not have a discussion like we have now, which I 

think resulted in a flaw to the EIS because it didn't 

represent very many people and didn't represent good 

informed opinion. 

My question to you is, I've counted 30 people 

who spoke to you here, and out of those 30, four people 

supported your plan. Two of those represented, I think a 

bicycle association and an equestrian association, so 

basically less than 10 percent or around 10 percent of the 

people supported your plan. What are you going to do about 
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it? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, we're going to complete - -  

first let me address what you said earlier. I appreciate 

the comment. We did change our meeting format and I know 

that some people, including yourself, have an opinion that 

the scoping process was flawed. We do not accept or agree 

with that. We believe the scoping process was appropriate 

and effective. 

One example I would give of that is 

that last night there were 44 people at the meeting in 

Westminster, only seven chose to speak. The way we did 

our scoping, everyone was engaged. So we can argue that, 

but I do not accept your assertion about the scoping 

process. 

That said, we are about a third of the way 

through the public comment period on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement, CCP, so we've heard a lot of good 

testimony tonight. And much of that was not within the 

scope of our plan and not within our decision making 

authority. 

We have two more public meetings to go. We 

will be receiving comments, IOm sure, from many more people 

through a written process or E-mail. We'll take all this 

back and evaluate those, make recommendations for changes to 

the regional director. Eventually a decision will be made 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

94 

by the regional director of the Fish & Wildlife Service, and 

the final document that comes out, the EIS and the CCP will 

be split into two separate books. The Environmental Impact 

Statement will include the comments that are made here and 

our responses to those comments. So some will probably be 

accepted and some will probably not and we will provide an 

explanation of that in the final document. 

Q. I have a question about water supply, a 

two-part question. Who is planning to provide clean 

drinking water for recreational uses, and if so. where are 

you going to be pumping it in from? 

MR. RUNDLE: I've never done a word search, 

but I don't think the word play is in the CCP. There are no 

picnic benches or jungle gyms and there are no watering 

points, except if we have a visitor contact station, we 

would provide water there. Probably at this point we'd have 

to have that imported through a cistern, we're not going to 

use groundwater. 

Q. I would hope you wouldn't. 

MR. RUNDLE: There frankly is not enough 

groundwater on the site. 

Q. If you're going to be letting handicapped 

people in, you're going to have to stick with ADA rules and 

all that. Does that bring up more - -  does that bring up 

more laws that you have to abide by? DO you have to provide 
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them with water or you don't have to? 

MR. RUNDLE: We have to provide equal 

opportunities for access. The one trail down through the 

Lindsay Ranch will be a full accessible trail in terms of 

grading and surfacing, so it will be wheelchair accessible. 

I think all the alternatives, except A.  provide a portable 

toilet, which would have to be accessible on the site, but 

there are no recreational facilities and neither are there 

at most of the trail heads of the managed spaces in the area 

either. 

MR. TRENHOLME: Providing water isn't a 

requirement of EPA. 

. MR. RUNDLE: This is wildlife recreation. 

not city park recreation and we would expect people to be 

prepared. 

Q. In the newspaper it said that DOE and 

Kaiser-Hill would get a $700 million bonus if they complete 

the cleanup by 2006. If that's accurate, do you feel that 

you might doubt whether they are scientifically honest when 

they say the cleanup is completed. 

The reason 1-m asking that is, I've just been 

reading a book called Science Under Siege and it talks 

about, in various cases, like agency scientists will say 

something about protecting tortoises in the desert or lakes 

near Vail and they get their research trumped by the higher 
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political appointees within the agency. So since that seems 

to happen within USGS and USWS, why wouldn't that happen at 

the DOE and EPA? 

Q. It goes with his question. And why wouldn't 

you be concerned taking over such an endeavor? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's really outside the scope 

of our plan. There's nothing in our CCP about trusting 

these agencies. I can say that in my experience working 

four years at the Arsenal is that the State Health 

Department is not a pawn of federal agencies when it comes 

to enforcing cleanup. So I have a significant level of 

trust in the regulatory agencies. 

Q. I was wondering, once one of these 

alternatives is decided on, what sort of sampling, if any, 

would be taking place at the site and who would be in charge 

of it or has that not been decided yet? 

MR. RUNDLE: First of all, the final decision 

may be none of the current alternatives, based on what we 

hear from the public and during this process. In fact, I 

would suppose that whichever is selected, there will be some 

alterations or changes based on what we're hearing from you 

tonight and at the other public meetings and any written 

comments. 

We will be directing our Level 3 

pre-acquisition contaminant survey, surveys required after 
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1 that will be part of the long-term monitoring plan that you 

2 should engage the Rocky Flats cleanup agreement parties 

3 about. And thank you once again for coming this evening. 

4 We appreciate it. 

5 . . . WHEREUPON, the public hearing was 

6 concluded at 9:00 p.m. 
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MR. HUGHES: We're going to begin. I 

want to start by welcoming all of you here tonight. My name 

is Mike Hughes, I'm with Resolve and I'm part of the 

planning team. I want to say a couple of words about 

tonight's agenda and the approach to tonight's meeting and 

then I'll give the floor to Laurie Shannon who will talk 

about the Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the Rocky Flats National 

Wildlife Refuge and give you some information and then we'll 

open up from there. 

I hope that each of you brought an agenda and 

so I'll say a few words about that. AS you can see right at 

the top of the agenda, tonight is a formal public hearing on 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft CCP. 

We've been getting a lot of feedback from previous public 

workshops and public engagement efforts that what we most 

need to focus on is fairness, that is giving everyone the 

same opportunity to speak. 

So we will provide you with three minutes to 

come to this microphone and speak about the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft Plan, offer any 

remarks that you have specific to information that you think 

will alter some technical point in the Plan or in the 

Environmental Impact Statement, specific comments about the 

alternatives that we're evaluating, anything that's relevant 
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to the evaluation of its thoroughness, et cetera. 

Once you've had that three minutes, and then 

each person who wishes to have three minutes, will have that 

opportunity to do that formal comment, then we'll turn to, 

if there is time, questions, and I will give you the 

opportunity to ask questions, get clarification. And in our 

previous two meetings we have had that opportunity so we've 

been able to move all the way through the speakers list and 

provide question and answer. 

Couple of ground rules right at the top for 

the comment period and that feeds into the question and 

answer period, we want everyone to have their full three 

minutes. So even if you enthusiastically agree with what 

they're saying, we want you not to interrupt what they're 

saying so that they have the full benefit of their three 

minutes. You might also hear things that you disagree with, 

so we ask that you give the respect to the speaker and not 

interrupt them in any way as they're giving their three 

minutes. 

Because we are providing this equal three 

minutes, when we get to the question and answer period of 

time, if there's time, we ask that you not get an extra 

three minutes. So we will ask you to stop if what you do in 

the question and answer period of time is make another 

comment, offer some sort of preface to your question, we ask 
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simply that you ask the question and then we'll answer. So 

you don't get an extra three minutes by jumping on the Q and 

A. 

I want to say a couple of things about where 

we are in the process before I turn it over to Laurie, and 

this is part of the public comment period and public comment 

process on the Draft and that comment period is extended 

through April 26th. So this isn't just that you have three 

minutes and nothing else, you have opportunities to provide 

written comments, you can go to the website, which is listed 

here on the agenda, and provide comments. 

MR. TRENHOLME: You might mention that it's 

temporarily down. 

MR. HUGHES: Temporarily you cannot do that. 

The website is not available. 

MS. ERIKSON: On those little green pieces 

there's a fax number and a mailing address. If you didn't 

get one of those you can get one on the way out. 

MR. HUGHES: So fax, mailing address, 

opportunities for you to provide those comments in other 

ways other than having three minutes. So don't feel you 

have to be limited in that manner. 

A little bit about where we are in terms of 

the process, and I'm going to refer to this information 

behind me. These are the steps that are necessary in order 
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for there to be a National Wildlife Refuge at Rocky Flats. 

First of all, the Service, that is the Fish 61 Wildlife 

Service, would have to complete the work that you're part of 

tonight, the Environmental Impact Statement and the 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan, make those final and issue 

a record of decision. 

Then the Department of Energy is in the 

process, as you all know, of completing its cleanup of the 

Rocky Flats site. That cleanup will be concluded, except 

for the ongoing operation and maintenance functions. 

At that point, once they have deemed that 

their work is complete, the Environment Protection Agency 

and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

would certify the completion of the cleanup. 

At that point, DOE could transfer the land to 

the Department of Interior, and then after that point, the 

Department of Interior could establish the refuge and begin 

its management. So we want to emphasize that EPA 

certification is required before the site can become a 

refuge. 

And as you read the Draft, it's important to 

know that both the Comprehensive Conservation Plan and the 

Environmental Impact Statement are written in the context of 

a certified site, the presumption that EPA certification is 

complete, and obviously the refuge will not take effect 
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until that. 

With that, I'm going to give the floor to 

Laurie and then we'll turn to the three-minute comment 

period. We don't have to let you guess how long three 

minutes is, we'll help you with cards up here at two 

minutes, one minute, and 30 seconds, and then remind you 

that you need to give the microphone to the next speaker. 

So we'll help you remember where the three minutes are. 

With that, Laurie. 

MS. SHANNON: Thank you. And good evening. 

Can everyone hear me all right? I'm going to yo from board 

to board and it's hard to do with the microphone. The one 

thing I want to say about our website, very quickly, is that 

we do not know how long the web will be down. There has 

been a court ordered check down of all the Department of 

Interior Internet access right now and so it's not something 

that we have done to our website so that you can't comment. 

So we regret that that has happened, but we all managed to 

do this before we had the Internet and you can fax or send 

your comments in writing. 

, 

And also, if you need to have copies, again, 

one of the advantages of having the Internet was people 

could download the document off the Internet, and if you 

need a hard copy, we either can offer you a CD tonight to 

take home or if you sign up your name, I'll be glad to mail 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

8 

you one and I'll mail them all out until they're gone, We 

do have a limited number of hard copies. I don't want to 

have them around after this, so if you need a copy, feel 

free and I'll mail you one. 

With that, I'm going to start and I'm going 

to just briefly go through four alternatives so you all know 

just basically what we're here to discuss this evening. And 

I'm probably going to spend most of my time on Alternative 

B, that is the proposed action that's before you. 

All of the four alternatives have been 

analyzed, that's what we're required to do under NEPA, the 

National Environmental Policy Act, but NEPA also asks us to 

come out with a proposed action and preferred alternative. 

So Alternative B is our proposed action and this is - -  this 

alternative is what we call the wildlife habitat and public 

use alternative. And what this does is that it has a strong 

emphasis on wildlife conservation and habitat management, 

while allowing for some moderate amounts of public use on 

the site in the future. 

And when we looked at deriving these 

alternatives, we started to derive.these alternatives late 

in the fall of 2002 and what we took into place or what we 

took into consideration before we came up with them was that 

we looked at the Refuge Act and all the things that it said, 

we looked at the mission of our own agency of the National 
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Wildlife Refuge system and we also looked at the comments 

that we had received during a scoping period during the fall 

of 2002. So those are the kinds of things that went into 

these alternatives. 

Alternative 9,  I really want to just 

highlight the things that have changed since we first 

presented these alternatives last May. And beginning with 

the southern part of the site, we had a lot of comments from 

the public that they would like to see some access for horse 

users, not just pedestrians and bike users, but horses as 

well. So on the southern part of the site we have made an 

attempt to provide for some access down here. 

The other thing that we tried to do was 

improve the connectivity, the loop, the ability to do loops 

and try to improve the connectivity a little bit. That was 

something else that we had heard in May. 

Going to the - -  the other thing that we 

changed a little bit is that we also heard from a lot of 

people who wanted us to emphasize restoration of the site 

first before we started getting into a lot of public use 

programs. So what we would propose is that we would open a 

trail down to the Lindsay Ranch as soon as we could after 

the refuge was established and then we would wait for five 

years while we picked up roads, picked up, you know, we 

planted some seed and we got our budget and those kinds of 
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things going before we'd start full implementation of the 

public use program. And that would go on through by year 

15. We would implement all of it under any alternative. 

Another change we made, a lot of the other 

things that stayed the same were we continued to have 

pedestrian only trails all the way up here in the north. 

Some of them are seasonal, can only use them on a seasonal 

basis. We continue - -  this trail here continues to be a 

multiple use trail for bikes and pedestrian access only. 

Another thing that we didn't do is that we 

had a lot of people who wanted us to make that connection 

from north to south along Indiana and we - -  our preference 

is not to do that because we feel that if there is something 

done with Indiana, with that road corridor, we would prefer 

that that connection be made as part of that project or that 

the communities would make it, because it's very hard to try 

to get that road corridor and stay outside of the W E  lands 

that the DOE will retain into the future. 

Another minor change that we made dealt with 

the proposed hunting program. 

program is a limited program. It would be for very highly 

managed, almost guided, it would be directed for youth and 

disabled hunters. And that would be for the first two 

years, and after two years we would look at whether we 

needed to expand that program to include able-bodied 

And the proposed hunting 
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hunters. And the reason for that is so that we can better 

meet our target population goals. If we're not meeting them 

with the youth program and the disabled program, then we 

would look to expand that a little bit. But it wouldalways 

be a very limited program. It would be based on target 

populations. 

Those are the basic things under this 

alternative. We would only have a contact station 

seasonally operated or weekends only, that kind of thing. 

It varies from Alternative D, which is the other public use 

alternative, in that Alternative D would have 

a full-blown visitor center. All the other things pretty 

much stayed the same in Alternative B as far as restoration 

of the site. 

Alternative A is our no action alternative, 

and that really is looking at continuing management of the 

site under how - -  basically how the Department of Energy is 

doing now with respect to managing their resources, and that 

would be focussing mostly on the northern part of the site 

in the Rock Creek area. 

The one change that we made in Alternative A 

was that we took out the option of putting up a chain-link 

fence around the perimeter of the site. It is still 

analyzed in the environmental consequences part of the EIS, 

but is no longer part of any alternative. And the reason 
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for that is because the cost involved in doing that. Also, 

we felt that it really doesn't meet our objectives in terns 

of wildlife management. It precludes having wildlife 

corridors and we didn't find a lot of support from the 

community for having a chain-link fence around the site. 

Alternative C is what we call the - -  one 

other thing I would mention in Alternative A, it's the one 

that has the least amount of public use. It would be all 

guided, just basically VIP-type tours, closed to public use 

except for special visitors, and that would be the extent of 

it. 

Alternative C is what we call the ecological 

restoration alternative in that this looks at the idea of 

maximizing restoration, wildlife conservation and habitat 

restoration on the site and minimizing public use. And 

under this alternative, the only public use would be about a 

3.000 - -  a little over 3,000-foot trail that would go out to 

an overlook and that would be guided. Again, it would be 

special cases that we would take people out there. 

Alternative C is the one alternative that we 

looked at for getting rid of the Lindsay Ranch altogether 

and preserving that with photos and recordation ways instead 

of leaving it, because under this alternative we look at the 

idea of restoring the site as much as we can back to 

pre-settlement, really emphasizing restoration. 
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And then finally, Alternative D is what we 

call the public use alternative. And this also looks at 

having a focus on wildlife conservation and habitat 

management, really on select plant communities, but trying 

to maximize, to the extent that we can, as - -  within our own 

funding constraints, the amount of public use that we could 

have on the site. 

Now, we changed this alternative a little bit 

based on the input that we received last May and again we 

tried to improve some more connectivity, we tried to make 

more loops. That's one thing a lot of people wanted to 

have, more loops and that kind of thing. So we made a few 

changes to that. And again, this is the one that would have 

a full-blown visitor center that we analyze those kinds of 

costs. So I think I covered it all. And we will answer any 

questions that you may have later. Please feel free to ask 

Dean, after we get through the testimony, and we'll answer 

those questions. Thank you. 

I forgot the no dog thing. Under none of the 

alternatives we would avail to have a dog on the site, 

leashed, unleashed or otherwise. Thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: Great to see all the people who 

are coming here. Each speaker will have the opportunity to 

speak for three minutes. We ask that you give that speaker 

the same respect that you would wish to have by not 
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interrupting, whether you agree or disagree with what 

they're saying. 

She's going to call out two names so that the 

next speaker knows to perhaps come up here and be prepared 

to step right up. 

MS. ERIKSON: I'm going to have little cards 

that tell you when you're at two minutes, one minute, 30 

seconds and then a stop card. If you don't stop, I'm going 

to stand up next to you and ask you to sit down. 

Randy Olson and Amy Abbott. 

BY MR. RANDY OLSON: 

My name is Randy Olson. I'm here to 

represent the Colorado Wheelin' Sportsmen and National Wild 

Turkey Federation. I'm assistant state coordinator for the 

Colorado Wheelin' Sportsmen. We are here in support of Plan 

B. We think it's the best alternative for Rocky Flats in 

the use of the conservation effort, and more so in allowing 

the disabled and children or youth to get out and be in the 

outdoors and experience the outdoor experience. 

We have an organization here in Colorado 

that's 300 members strong, Colorado Wheelin' Sportsmen. 

There's also another organization called Outdoor Buddies 

that we work with which is a very large organization. 

The National Wild Turkey Federation in 

Colorado is over 6,000 strong, the National Organization is 
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over half a million. We do partner with the U.S. Fish L 

Wildlife Service, we do many activities with the disabled 

and being in the outdoors, whether it's hunting, fishing, 

wildlife watching, photography and that type of activity, is 

a very, very important part to the disabled and to the youth 

in this state. 

We're very pro Plan B. We think that it's 

the best alternative and we would like to see this plan 

implemented. And you have the support of the Colorado 

Wheelin' Sportsmen to help you do that in the conservation 

effort and working with the children and the youth. And 

also I'd like to see them open up more for youth activities 

out on Rocky Flats. We do it already now with the Rocky 

Mountain Arsenal, partners with bringing the handicapped 

out, and even though it's once a year, it makes a very, very 

important part of the disabled person or youth's life to yet 

out and experience the outdoors in any means. It's just so 

important to have that opportunity and to make use of the 

Rocky Flats and the area that's going to be utilized out 

there. 

MR. HUGHES: I failed to allow the two people 

that are sitting next to Laurie to introduce themselves. so 

let's do that, 

MR. RUNDLE: My name is Dean Rundle. I'm the 

refuge manager for the Rocky Flats project. 
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MR. TRENHOLME: I'm Richard Trenholme with 

ERO Resources. I'm part of the planning team. 

MS. ERIKSON: Bini Abbott and then Victor 

Holm. 

BY MS. BIN1 ABBOTT: 

My name is Bini Abbott and I live on the West 

Shore of Standley Lake. What I am not is an animal rights 

person, I am not in a peace organization, I am not 

anti-hunting, but what I am is opposed to recreational sport 

hunting for four days out of the year of animals that are 

protected 361 days out of the year and fairly used to humans 

in order to have the good opportunities for photography and 

wildlife observation. 

The definition of a refuge is a place that's 

safety, shelter, a safe retreat. This chart shows, down by 

the U.S. Fish h Wildlife Service, yes, they can have 

hunting, they can have fishing, but they also say that they 

want these types of wildlife dependent projects to be 

compatible, and I don't believe they are. 

Under environmental interpretation, they have 

under wildlife that the wildlife will take refuge at Rocky 

Flats. And under wildlife and people, they have the 

wildlife comes first. They intend to - -  they think that 

this case of hunting, they will allow ten youth on one 

weekend and ten adults on another weekend to hunt. They 
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figure that will cost $5,000, that's $250 per person, and 

nobody else would be allowed on the refuge at that time. 

If there is a need to cull because of 

population, too much population, then I think it should be 

the sharpshooters from the Division of Wildlife, not people 

out there trying. 

I think you'll find the perception in this 

case, perception of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife is more 

important than actual reality and the perception is. what, a 

refuge? And then you're going to shoot the animals that 

become fairly used to humans. 

Also, I'm hoping that in the future that we 

will watch the wildlife through binoculars, through a camera 

and not through the sites of a gun. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Victor Holm, Clark Johnson. 

There is a sign-up sheet outside so if you get the urge to 

speak, you can sign up out back. 

BY MR. VICTOR HOLM: 

My name is Victor Holm and I'm a citizen of 

Lakewood. I strongly support Alternative E. I think it's 

the right combination of public access and ecological 

restoration. 

There are several suggestions that I would 

like to make on it. One is, I think the visitor center and 

a combination visitor center, museum, would be a real 
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improvement to Alternative 8. And perhaps this visitor 

center could be staffed primarily by volunteers, so it 

wouldn't necessarily increase the cost. The building 

already exists there and I think it would be a great 

opportunity for getting the history and interpretation of 

the environment at the same time. 

The other thing that I would very much 

encourage is, while the public access should be limited to 

the refuge and not the W E  part, I would hope that the 

Wildlife Service would spend part of their effort in 

restoration and management of the entire 6,000 acres instead 

of just the refuge. Thank you very much. 

MS. ERIKSON: Clark Johnson, Anne Fenerty. 

BY MR. CLARK JOHNSON: 

Thank you. My name is Clark Johnson and I'm 

from the City Manager's Office here in Arvada and I'm here 

representing the City of Arvada. 

First I'd like to thank the Fish h Wildlife 

Service for all the work you've put in over the last year 

with both the public meetings and working with the Rocky 

Flats Coalition of Local Governments and staff members and 

citizens throughout Arvada. We think what you've come up 

with is a good product. And the main point I wanted to yet 

to tonight is that we support the proposed Alternative B, 

with some minor modifications that you'll receive from US in 
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our written comments that will be forthcoming before the 

deadline. 

Another thing that I want to make sure gets 

on the record, we really appreciate the work you've done 

over the past several months with the open space and park 

staffs for all of the surrounding communities, trail 

connectivity, something that's been very important to us, 

and create a system that both enhances our own existing open 

spaces as well as the refuge. And I think that you've done 

that with your Alternative B. 

With regard to environmental concerns and 

issues on the site, the City of Arvada does have 

environmental issues and concerns about the site and we 

always will; however, the public uses that are proposed, we 

feel, are appropriate and safe for the human activity that's 

planned. And I want to make sure that it's noted that we 

are not aware of any credible data that would not support 

the uses that you are proposing within the site. 

That being said, we need you, and as a 

community, we need to maintain vigilance over the industrial 

area, make sure that the monitoring of the wells and the 

groundwater systems are maintained through stewardship with 

the Department of Energy and the Fish & Wildlife Service. 

And as long as that is done, we feel that the uses that 

you're proposing are both very suitable and will be an 
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amenity to the entire region. 

Finally, just want to say that we're very 

fortunate to have an existing working relationship with you, 

albeit small, but important to us, wildlife refuge at Two 

Ponds and we hope that the working relationship that we've 

had with you at Two Ponds, especially recently, and our 

vision of connecting our nature center to Two Ponds will 

continue to grow and eventually we'd like to see the Two 

Ponds National Wildlife Refuge connected to our trail system 

to the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge and we hope we 

can partner with you to get that done. Thanks. 

MS. ERIKSON: Anne Fenerty and Hildegard Hix. 

BY MS. ANNE FENERTY: 

I'm Anne Fenerty. My point is that the CCP 

and :he EIS needs to be two separate documents. The present 

document puts the cart before the horse. The public was 

asked to make a choice of what kind of recreation they want 

at Rocky Flats, the alternatives, before they are given 

sufficient information about the condition of the site. 

The CCP needs to be - -  needs to follow the 

EIS. This is the NEPA process. The intent of NEPA, the 

National Environmental Policy Act, process is to make the 

EIS the most inclusive public disclosure document about this 

proposed federal action. 

The EIS has to evaluate the effects of this 
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action on the human environment. The EIS has to evaluate 

the effects of this particular action on the human 

environment, This Draft EIS fails to do that. 

It also requires the memorandum of 

understanding between DOE and the Fish h Wildlife Service. 

The community does not even know the extent of contamination 

in the area which will remain under DOE control or what kind 

of monitoring or public protection, if any, will exist. 

The EIS fails to disclose the fact that it is 

dealing with an extremely contaminated Superfund site, a 

previous nuclear weapons plant which was closed down by the 

FBI for environmental crimes. 

Looking at the EIS and EISs for similar 

sites, such as Hanford, shows a total inaccuracy of this 

document. I have now spoken with three environmental 

lawyers who agree with this assessment. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Hildegard Hix and Gary Ball. 

BY MS. HILDEGARD .HIX: 

I'm going to have to read fast, so you need 

to use your fast ears. When reading the CCP, EIS document, 

it was hard to remember that we are not speaking about a 

pristine piece of land. There was - -  where was the 

industrial history? Where was it mentioned that this highly 

contaminated site may hold unseen and yet unfound hazards. 

At the last two meetings we were told by Fish 
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& Wildlife that we could not discuss possible hazards as 

cleanup levels were set by others and that they, Fish & 

Wildlife, could only discuss their mission. When you are 

dealing with a former nuclear weapons manufacturing 

facility, that is not acceptable. People are being asked to 

make decisions without all of the information. 

Actually having done some research, I find 

that this entire process should have been following the NEPA 

regulations, in which case the open discussion would have 

occurred and the public comments would have been published 

in the EIS. To me it is obvious that the problems come not 

from Fish h Wildlife here, not the people who did this good 

job, it comes from the rule making in Washington D.C. 

When a National Wildlife Refuge is to be 

developed on a former nuclear site, or any Superfund site, 

we need to have a different set of rules. To have . 

recreation a priority on the Superfund sites without first 

having full and open public discussion is absurd. This does 

not mean that the Superfund site should never be a refuge, 

the refuge work in the area of restoration is invaluable. 

The species list in the appendix of the CCP 

is very important and it was very well done. I suggest we 

have a number of public hearings, talk about them ourselves, 

how they were established and what they mean. Then I would 

like to see the site restored, the wildlife managed, 
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scientists on site and the public kept out for about 20 or 

30 years until such time as we can evaluate what has 

happened, how the weather affects the soil and the manmade 

structures. And thank you very much. 

MS. ERIKSON: Gary Ball and then Betty Ball. 

BY MR. GARY BALL: 

I'm not very good with science stuff, I'm 

good with art stuff, so I think the main thing I have to say 

is, I think that you're going by the amount of radiation 

that you think is out there, 5 picocuries per gram, or 

whatever it is, and you're not paying attention to the 

nature of the radiation itself, whether it's plutonium where 

one particle inhaled or ingested could possibly be lethal. 

And I'm thinking about you all being out there every day and 

what could be out there, I just had to write a little song 

about it. I don't have time to sing the whole thing, but I 

thought maybe I could get in a little bit of it and then 

I'll give you copies and you can make copies for yourselves 

and then you can sing it yourselves. 

It sounds like this: I'm a Rocky Flats 

ranger, pleased as I can be, and I'm glad to range you, in 

my S W .  Roll the windows down, take a breath of air, 'palm 

plants, God, I don't have a care, so it's just forget the 

dam thing was there, yippy, i-0. ky-yay. 

I'm a Rocky Flats ranger, and I'm telling 
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you, that there ain't no danger, in the job I do. Some say 

that I'm exposed to plutonium, but the people who say it are 

really dumb, because the DOE told me that the cleanup's 

done, yippy, i-0, ky-yay. 

I'm a Rocky Flats ranger, happy as a clam, 

and there ain't no danger, working where I am. There's 

plutonium dust as far as I can see, but I ain't going to let ' 

that stuff bother me, besides it's way outside the scope of 

my CCP. yippy, i-0, ky-yay. 

MS. ERIKSON: Betty Ball and Ken Seaman. 

BY MS. BETTY BALL: 

Good evening, I'm Betty Ball. Thank you very 

much for this opportunity to provide comments. I've lived 

in unincorporated Boulder County for most of the time that 

Rocky Flats has been here. I'm all too painfully aware of 

many of the things that have occurred out at Rocky Flats, 

more aware than I'd like to be. Actually, I wish everybody 

in this room and everybody who is involved in this process 

was as aware as I am of the things that occurred there, the 

cover-ups that have happened, the lies that have been told, 

the deceit that's happened, and maybe we'd be in a different 

position today. 

I wish it weren't true that this site is 

contaminated. I wish it weren't true that they're not going 

below - -  three feet below ground level, surface level. I 
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wish it weren't true that contamination migrates through the 

soil and the groundwater. But all those things are true. 

And I am fearful if we go ahead with this proposal, with any 

of these alternatives, before we get a much better cleanup 

happening out there than we have now. 

I am very fearful of what could result. 

Actually, I hope that you don't get past number 3 on this 

chart here. I hope that somehow, with our best efforts, we 

can convince the Federal Government, the DOE to reassess 

their thinking and to reassess this cleanup plan before it 

ever gets to your hands and then you're responsible. So 

thank you very much for this opportunity. 

MS. ERIKSON: Ken Seaman and Dan Shier. 

MR. HUGHES: If the remaining speakers would 

do as they do and say your name, that would help us. Thank 

you. 

BY MR. KEN SEAMAN: 

My name is Ken Seaman and I'm representing 

myself and the Colorado Coalition for the Prevention of 

Nuclear War and I'm not here to support Plan A or Plan B or 

Plan C or Plan D. I'm here to oppose them all. 

In 1983 I viewed a motion picture entitled 

Dark Circle. The film described and depicted conditions at 

and around the Rocky Flats nuclear weapons plant. And among 

other horrors, the film showed farm and domestic animals 
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with various birth defects, animals born on properties close 

to this nuclear facility. It was a most disturbing film, a 

film that deserved wider circulation than it received. 

Perhaps it should be revised - -  or revived in light of the 

current controversy of using Rocky Flats as a human and 

animal playground. 

Clearly there are facts and opinions on both 

sides of this issue of whether or not Rocky Flats can be 

sanitized to a level for human and animal creatures to 

frolic and to enjoy, but that is the great unknown in this 

life and death equation. 

Experts on both sides press their claims and 

have made - -  but none seem to have the whole truth. So as 

long as one seemingly insignificant shred of evidence 

exists, evidence that living creatures might, and I repeat, 

might be endangered by treading on this questionable land, 

let us act on the side of caution. Let us not risk the 

consequences of being wrong. Let us keep the injured place 

closed forever. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Dan Shier and Mag Seaman. 

BY MR. DAN SHIER: 

My name is Dan Shier. I live about 15 miles 

south of Rocky Flats. And I have been a patrol, a volunteer 

patrol for Jefferson County open space for the last two 

years. I've done 300 hours on trails and I could say these 
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trails are getting used more each year. We need more 

trails. 

To make that comment, I generally support 

Plan B. I think that the whole business of who is on the 

trails, I think I can speak to that because as part of my 

volunteer duties, I talk to people about the trails and how 

they use them. And the fact is, the bicycle riders are the 

people that intimidate. If you say, well, we're going to 

have a trail up here, we're going to close it to horses, but 

we're going to open to the bikes, I think you'll find the 

average trail user thinks that isn't a very great idea. 

A lot of trail users really do like the idea 

of having some trails that are pedestrian only, and I think 

that's the plan, that's a good idea, but I can't understand 

why a trail would be open to a bike and not horses. 

I would - -  I haven't done any of the 

economics, but I know that if you have that much trail, it 

takes quite a bit of money to maintain it properly. And 

maybe that's a trade-off with the visitor center, I don't 

know. I don't know how many people would use the visitor 

center. 

The last point I would make is that I think 

that the plan you've come up with with regard to the hunting 

is an excellent one and I would certainly support that. 

That is all I have to say. 
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MS. ERIKSON: Mag Seaman and Charlie McKay. 

BY MS. MAG SEAMAN: 

Good evening. My name is Mag Seaman and I'm 

a concerned citizen who lives in Denver, Colorado. I am 

opposed to the Rocky Flats so-called Wildlife Refuge. I 

have been opposed to Rocky Flats since the '70s. It was 

toxic then and it is worse now. It is not a person-friendly 

place. It's the work of people who care not about 

generations to come. 

Those who are acquainted to Rocky Flats 

workers know the dangers of the land. Many have suffered 

from a variety of cancers. The land, the water, even the 

air have been and are still polluted, polluted beyond the 

level that any animal or human can sustain. We know some of 

the studies that have been done here, this is not a place 

for a wildlife refuge. 

My appeal, then, is to close the area to 

animals and to humans, especially to children. I know very 

many wonderful innocent deer and uninformed people who will 

surely be harmed by this lethal land. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Charlie McKay and Andrew ROSS. 

BY MR. CHARLIE MCKAY: 

My name is Charlie McKay with Church Ranch. 

We all - -  most or at least the total southern half of the 

Rocky Flats plant back in the ' 5 0 s  was taken from us under 
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threat of condemnation, and I think one thing that we missed 

tonight here is that a lot of this land was expanded in the 

mid-'70s. Prior to the mid-'70s, it was in private 

ownership. And I jokingly say, tongue in cheek, to the 

Rocky Flats people, that the stuff on the southern end which 

butts up against our present ownership, you guys haven't 

owned it long enough to screw it up. 

The core area, I mean, they've done a great 

job by taking the big green area, the core area, and 

treating that a lot differently, so that may address some of 

the questions and points that were raised tonight. 

One small point is on mining. That mining 

definition that you have there is slightly incorrect and I 

think I've sent you a memo on that. I'd also like to say 

that I've worked with this department and they've been very 

outreaching and very open and very willing to listen to my 

concerns and they've also been good about not giving in on 

everything but just listening and saying, okay, we'll take 

that into consideration, and I appreciate that. 

I would like to see the water rights through 

the plant, not only private water rights, but City of 

Westminster water rights, protected. We've talked about 

noxious weeds and all the stewardship things and farmers and 

ranchers, and we are still farmers and ranchers and we ranch 

right next to the plant. We'd like to see you have the same 
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responsibilities we do to take care of noxious weeds, and 

the prairie dogs. And presently we have the coyotes that 

live on Rocky Flats that think that our cattle herd's calfer 

is their restaurant, and hopefully somehow or another we can 

address that instead of continuing to let it flourish. 

Plan B I think is pretty good. It's a nice 

compromise that allows people to use it and it addresses a 

lot of the things that were talked about. No plan can be 

perfect, but that's a pretty good one. Thanks for letting 

me speak. 

MS. ERIKSON: Andrew Ross and Judith Mohling. 

BY MR. ANDREW ROSS:  

My name is Andrew Ross, I'm a citizen of 

Arvada. And firstly I'd just like to say, I think that the 

fate of the A and B series ponds should have been considered 

within the scope of the EIS, because whether or not the 

ponds are left in place or taken out, it will have an 

environmental impact upon the refuge. And I understand why 

it was left out of the scope of the EIS, but I'd like you to 

take into consideration putting that in the final Draft. 

With that said, I'd just like to say, I'm 

supporting Alternative B. I think it's a very good 

alternative. I support the adding of equestrian uses, it's 

compatible with the surrounding uses, especially the south 

portion where there are a lot of horse properties; however, 
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as it was mentioned earlier, my own personal experiences in 

the area, hikers, bikers and horses don't always mix very 

well and maybe there can be some way that you could limit 

that interaction, because sometimes it can be very emotional 

interaction between horses and bikers and hikers. 

Lastly, I'd just like to agree with Victor 

Holm, Plan B could be enhanced by adding a visitor center at 

the building at the West Gate. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Judith Mohling and Doug Magee. 

BY MS. JUDITH MOHLING: 

Happy St. Patrick's Day. I'm Judith Mohling 

and I'm grateful to speak a second time. In the whole 

scheme of science, politics, Fish h Wildlife Service, 

Environmental Protection Agency. the Colorado Department of 

Public Health and the Environment, Department of Energy, 

general public, and Rocky Flats, these hearings are a little 

window of truth, I feel. 

It may be that the people speaking who are 

opposed to allowing public access onto that lovely but 

eternally contaminated land, actually have a less bias, less 

political view of Rocky Flats than those who have informed 

decisions all along. And we who are opposed may have 

knowledge about the contamination of Rocky Flats and the 

dangers that will lurk there forever that you actually don't 

know. 
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The little windows of the hearings is the way 

our government lets us at least pretend that the decisions 

are truly made democratically. I feel that the compelling 

fantasy that the Fish h Wildlife seems to be living in, as 

exemplified by the gorgeous and thoughtful Draft document, 

has to pause for these hearings and the collective remarks 

that come to you in our allotted time and everything that's 

said at the hearings, you have to pause and really, really 

listen. 

And I heard, Mr. Rundle, that you said at the 

second hearing last week that, quote, as of now the decision 

has been made to go with Alternative 8. And I hope that all 

that means is that you had to have something in the 

beginning and then you would listen to all of these remarks 

and give it your sincere attention without having a closed 

mind. 

What are your intentions considering the 

outpouring of statements that are opposed to public access 

at Rocky Flats? There's no reason - -  there's no reason or 

necessity that the public ever has to be allowed onto Rocky 

Flats. It lies within the mission of the Fish & Wildlife 

Service to manage the land carefully and close it to the 

public. Since there's so much controversy about it, why 

don't we just keep it closed. 

Plan C comes closest to what I'm talking 
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about, and I wish that you would work as hard as you can for 

dedicated funds for long-term stewardship, and I wish that 

you would manage and restore it without people as 

thoughtfully as you produced this wonderful plan. Thank 

you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Doug Magee, Thomas Rauch. 

BY MR. DOUG MAGEE: 

My name is Doug Magee. I'm a resident of 

Arvada and I'm also the coach here of the Arvada Park 

Advisory Committee, but my comments tonight are my own and 

not of the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to make 

my comments. 

I think the document was very well done, easy 

to read. I support Alternative B. I think it's the best 

balance between restoration, public use and also 

environmental education and outreach. I do like the fact 

that you're using mostly existing roads and not creating new 

trails throughout the site. I'm encouraged by the proposed 

trail connectivity between the proposed refuge and the 

various municipalities that surround Rocky Flats. Arvada 

trails would connect into it Westminster, Boulder as well. 

The hunting program, there's been a number of 

comments, and I have to disagree with Bini, I do believe 

that the hunting program would work, but I really do oppose 

it going to able-bodied individuals. I would really 
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encourage that it stay with youth and dis - -  people with 

disabilities. And if you have to add another weekend to do 

that, I would encourage that and not go to able-bodied 

hunters. 

I do propose or suggest that you eliminate 

the off-trail usage that would be permitted seasonally on 

the south end. I think you're going to get that anyway, but 

I wouldn't encourage that. I would propose you keep it all 

on the trails. 

And my final comment is about limiting your 

prescribed burns. I would hope that you could find other 

weed management, weed control methods that you would use 

first before you used prescribed burns. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thomas Rauch and Jim Morris. 

BY MR. TOM M U C H :  

Good evening, I'm Thomas Rauch, I've lived in 

Denver since 1966. As a long time peace activist and 

opponent of the production, possession and use of nuclear 

weapons, I celebrated when Rocky Flats' mission as producers 

of nuclear weapons components officially ended in 1992. I'm 

grateful to all the men and women who have done and continue 

to do the dangerous and demanding work of cleaning up the 

radioactive and other hazardous materials in the 

contaminated buildings and land at Rocky Flats since 1992. 

I look forward to celebrating the completion 
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of the current cleanup work in 2006. Even some of its 

citizens have pressed for a more complete cleanup. 

What do I want for the future of the Rocky 

Flats property, first I want no public access to the 

property because of the remaining contamination of the site 

with radioactive and other hazardous and toxic materials. 

The Department of Energy admits that such 

materials will remain in the soil and water even when the 

current cleanup work is completed, and no one knows the full 

extent of this contamination because it has not been 

thoroughly studied. 

Second, I want the U.S. Government to provide 

resources for continuing to identify and remove the 

remaining contaminants from the property. Third, I want the 

property to be preserved as a wildlife refuge for the 

present with ongoing research on the effects of the 

contamination on the wildlife to determine if the Rocky 

Flats site can be a safe wildlife refuge for the long term. 

I know the question always comes up, well, 

your ideas may sound great, but where do we get the money 

for it given the budget situation and the looming deficits. 

The answer lies precisely in the political and military 

arena that created Rocky Flats in the early years of the 

Cold War. The U.S. was turned away from its policy of world 

military and economic domination, including the domination 
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of outer space. 

The U.S. must take the leadership in 

assuring that all the nations, including our own, destroy 

the weapons of mass destruction and assuring that no more 

weapons are produced. This can be accomplished by a truly 

international and verifiable process, a process that will 

require extensive and intrusive international inspections 

all nations, including our own, possessing or seeking to 

possess weapons of mass destruction. If we did this, we 

could cut our military budget at least 7 5  percent and 

perhaps more. 

of 

Visionary, idealistic, of course it is, but 

that's what most so-called reasonable people said when other 

human beings began urging the ambush of slavery or when a 

small band of women demanded the same rights as men in this 

country, rights guaranteed to all by the Constitution, but 

never afforded to women after that time. 

If human beings have the ability to create 

weapons of mass destruction, and we do, surely we have the 

ability to get rid of them, if we ever will. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Jim Morris and David Maxwell. 

BY MR. JIM MORRIS: 

I'm Jim Morris and I'm worried about the 

cleanup. I don't trust DOE'S promise to clean it up when 

they gave it to you. And my experience over the years has 
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led me to doubt whether DOE is trust - -  worth trusting. 

Some of the recent articles have talked about 

the chairperson of the grand jury, two of the workers at the 

plant, and the FBI agent that led the raid all claiming that 

the DOE lied and said there was no midnight burning, they 

lied when they said they were not polluting the water 

supplies by dumping stuff that was radioactive substances 

and solvents into the water supplies. 

My own history of watching the plant and 

going to hearings has been, sometimes it seems as people 

were speaking to me also. I'd be told there was monitoring 

and that the samples were always being analyzed and then a 

month or two later I was told there was no money to analyze 

the samples, the deer samples weren't being monitored. 

I had friends who told me rumors that 

plutonium is moving into the groundwater toward Marshall 

Landfill. Iggy Litaor, the Israeli scientist that said 

plutonium was moving in the soil, they fired him right after 

he found it moving. They kept giving him grants and then 

there was a huge rainfall one summer and it moved a lot, 

they fired him. 

So I just have this theory that DOE doesn't 

speak truthfully or doesn't know what it's saying when it 

speaks. So I don't think you can rely on the plant to be 

clean. So I really want the plant cleaned below three feet. 
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I think it should be surveyed so you can find what's there 

and we should have - -  maybe you can think of something, a 

bond or something to try to guarantee that DOE is going to 

pay for the cleanup. 

Like if it's 10 years from now or 30 years 

from now, nobody is analyzing either in the known dump sites 

or the other places maybe appearing as streams moving or we 

have heavy rainfall or lots of prairie dogs dig down, 

whatever it is that's occurring. Where is the money going 

to come from? Is it going to come - -  I'd like the money - -  

I'd rather have the money 90 to you than DOE. I'm sorry, 

I'm not saying this right. I don't want your budget, the 

general budget of Fish & Wildlife to be cut. And maybe 

because something has to be cleaned up here because DOE 

dumped it on you. 

So people here have fought successfully to 

stop the highway being built through the contaminated area, 

fought to have better cleanup levels, and I hope that you'll 

join us and I hope that all of us will speak up to try to 

get a better cleanup. 

MS. ERIKSON: David Maxwell. 

BY MR. DAVID MRXWELL: 

Good evening. I'm David Maxwell, I am a 

resident of Arvada for 20 years. My background is air 

quality meteorology. And in the '80s my neighbors used to 
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ask me, what's going on at Rocky Flats, thinking that I know 

all the answers, even though I wasn't employed by them, and 

I said, I don't know. I really don't know what's going on. 

There's a lot of secretive stuff going on. And then after 

the FBI raid in 1989 and the removal of the contractor at 

the time, I ended up being hired by EG&G in 1990 to help 

with the cleanup of Rocky Flats in the air quality field, 

make air quality assessments of what was going on inside the 

facility, inside the ductwork and hazardous and contaminated 

buildings with plutonium, americium and uranium as well as 

the monitoring networks outside, the facility on the plant 

boundary and the ring around the industrial areas as well as 

in the communities. 

And after six and a half years at Rocky 

Flats, I was pleasantly surprised that at least the air 

quality inside the buildings was maintained there. There 

was nothing or very little going outside of the buildings or 

the stacks pertaining to hazardous chemicals or radioactive 

materials. The reclamation going on at the facility and our 

air monitoring showed that there was well below any serious 

levels, that doesn't mean there aren't any problems. 

In short, I would support Alternative B to 

make it a wildlife habitat and public use. There's nine 

square miles in the buffer zone and I think there's a lot of 

good activity. I support the monitoring that will continue 
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and adequate funding to make sure that some of the points 

other people have brought up about contamination outside 

Rocky Flats downstream, places like where I live and others, 

are at least we had the opportunity to see data and examine 

results and had periodic hearings to see how things are 

going. 

So anyway, I do offer some expertise and I am 

satisfied at least that the cleanup is going properly. And 

my time there in the early and to the mid-'90s, it was a 

good time and I felt very good about the air quality at the 

site. That's what I can address, the air quality, both on 

the site and in the communities, was at a safe level. Thank 

you for letting me speak my mind here. 

MS. ERIKSON: The last two are Shaun McGrath 

and Lisa Morzel. 

BY MR. SHAUN MCGRATH: 

My name is Shaun McGrath. I'm a Boulder City 

Council member and the City of Boulder's representative on 

the RFCLOG. I want to make some initial comments on the 

Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan, but I want to first 

emphasize that these comments are not intended to serve as 

the complete and final position of the City, rather I'm 

going to highlight some areas of critical importance to the 

City in any refuge plan. The City intends to provide formal 

written comment prior to the April deadline. 
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First, a general policy, the City has long 

advocated for closure and cleanup of the weapons production 

facility at Rocky Flats. We continue to work with the other 

local governments in that area through the RFCLOG to argue 

for federal funding and attention to these issues. Proper 

cleanup of the site remains our first priority. 

Beyond the cleanup and closure, the City 

supported the Udall-Allard legislation in 2001 which 

resulted in having the site designated a wildlife refuge. 

This was important to the City of Boulder not only to 

protect the site from future development, but also preserve 

federal ownership of the site. Protection from development 

was an important part of our vision for the landscape given 

the efforts made by Boulder and Boulder County in setting 

aside open space adjacent to the site. Federal ownership is 

critical in our view to address the uncertainty of the 

public health issues and so that if any problems are 

detected 20 years from now, the liability will be with the 

federal government, not local communities, to address those 

problems. 

Second, to the specific refuge proposals, as 

previously stated by the City we support the wildlife vision 

as desirable and compatible with our community goals. As a 

neighboring landowner, the City supports the Draft goals 

conserving and enhancing native ecosystems, plant 
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communities and wildlife species. The proximity of the 

refuge lands to other open space lands provides an 

extraordinary conservation opportunity. The refuge lands 

will make important contributions and regional efforts to 

protect the values of native grasslands, shrublands and 

foothill riparian areas. 

The City maintains that the focus of 

management planning should be, one, the unique conservation 

opportunity of preserving a large and rare habitat unmatched 

anywhere along the Front Range of Colorado, and two, the 

preservation and restoration of native plant and animal 

communities. 

Management actions, therefore, should focus - on the following: Plan conservation areas and visitor 

facilities, work to restore lands that have been degraded, 

conduct management in the context of elevated soil 

contamination levels, and keep any further fragmentation of 

the landscape to a minimum. 

The City supports Alternative C, which we 

believe strikes the best balance for a refuge setting. This 

alternative calls for limited public use and minimal 

facility development focussing instead on restoration and 

management activities to try to replicate pre-settlement 

conditions. 

Jumping ahead, other coments. we would like 
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to know the status of the W E ,  Fish h Wildlife Service - -  

actually, I'm at stop so I will provide you with my comments 

as a part of the record, if I may. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Lisa Morzel. 

BY MS.  LISA MORZEL: 

I'm Lisa Morzel and I'm a resident of the 

City of Boulder. For the past seven years I've been an 

elected representative of Boulder and been a founding member 

of the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. Tonight 

my comments are my personal comments and don't reflect the 

City of Boulder or the Coalition. 

I've always supported having Rocky Flats 

cleaned up properly to the highest standards reasonable in 

establishing Rocky Flats as a wildlife refuge. Knowing the 

complexities of this site and its past use, a wildlife 

refuge maintained under federal control is the best future 

use for this former nuclear weapons site. 

In considering any scenario or alternative, 

it is important to proceed slowly and with caution. One of 

the objectives of any plan must include ecological 

restoration of the site to open the site to the public 

without first - -  this first being accomplished would be 

short-sighted and would not serve the broad, long-term 

community interest. It's very important for the public to 

fully appreciate that the open space that will be left on 
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Rocky Flats is not just any open space, but one that 

developed nuclear weapons for close to 50 years and there is 

a legacy left from that. 

In the end state agreement signed by five 

members of the seven-member Coalition, the decision was made 

to focus the cleanup more on surface remediation than on the 

subsurface. Specific areas in the subsurface of the DOE 

retained lands are contaminated and will be left as such. 

Caps and other monitoring systems will be put in place. 

Prior to allowing access to the site, DOE and Fish h 

Wildlife must clearly state how access to the DOE retained 

lands will be restricted. The purpose is to ensure that no 

one plays in the pond, walks on the caps, damages the 

groundwater and surface water monitoring stations. 

These important controls will be retained by 

DOE and we want to ensure that visitors to the refuge stay 

clear of these systems. It is important to proceed with 

caution and to have ample time to ensure these caps and 

other monitors are working as envisioned. It is also 

critical that time be given to ensure that the assumptions 

made by the regulators of the site are proven correct. 

I urge citizens living near Rocky Flats to 

support this former nuclear weapons plant to be converted 

into a wildlife refuge. I personally support Alternatives A 

and C, but more important than any specific alternative is 
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that we proceed slowly and with caution on opening the site 

to the public, that the site be ecologically restored and 

that time be given on the order of 15 years to ensure caps 

and other monitors for contamination are working. No reason 

exists to rush this. It took 50 years to contaminate this 

site, it will take at least 15 from now to ensure public 

exposure on this site will be safe. Thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: Anyone else want that 

three-minute opportunity? If not, then we'll turn to 

questions. 1'11 ask Dean to come to the microphone and if 

there are factual questions, pieces of information that you 

have in the' Draft Environmental Impact Statement, we can 

take those questions now. 
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Q. My question relates to all the alternatives 

and that it is not answered in any of these documents, 

physically what is going to isolate the industrial area from 

the rest of the facility? Are you going to put up a fence? 

Are you going to put up a wall? 

sign? Physically what's going to be out there so if you 

adopt Alternative B, how do people know they're not supposed 

to yo into the industrial area? 

Are you going to put up a 

MR. RUNDLE: That's a real good question. 

Before I field that question, I do want to make a general 

statement. I know that many members of the public have 

indicated a frustration about the scope of this plan, that 

it does not answer questions about the cleanup. And there 

is very good reason for that. And the reason for that is 

that U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service is not a decision maker 

when it comes to some of the issues. 

Among those issues are the ones that you just 

raised about how the exact delineation of the retained lands 

will be. I think that's something you should be happy 

about, in that cleanup of nuclear weapons former production 

facilities, is not the core business of the U.S. Fish h 

Wildlife Service, that is the responsibility of the 

Department of Energy with oversight from the other parties 

to the Rocky Flats cleanup agreement which are the State of 

Colorado, Department of Public Health and Environment and 
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the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. And those 

agencies have a great deal more expertise than we have in 

terms of cleanup. 

We are not disinterested in the cleanup, and 

let me emphasize that. We are going to be working out 

there, we want to have a safe landscape for our workers and 

any visitors that are invited out there. At this time, 

although there are - -  have been several statements about 

widespread and dangerous residual contamination throughout 

the entire site, boundary to boundary, we do not know of any 

credible scientific evidence that there are dangerous levels 

of plutonium or the types of contamination in the vast 

majority of the buffer zone. Indeed at this point the 

regulatory health agencies are not even requiring lands 

proposed to be transferred to the refuge to need remediation 

to make them safe for use by refuge workers or visitors who 

will be much less exposed. 

NOW, we are in a different situation with 

this planning process than typical. This is very unusual 

for us to be preparing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan for 

a National Wildlife Refuge before we have actually acquired 

the property. Typically when we're going out to use our own 

land acquisition funds to buy a piece of property, we go 

through a NEPA process to decide whether or not a refuge 

should be established. 
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In this case, that's not necessary because 

Congress said there shall be a National Wildlife Refuge. 

It's required in the statute. The time line provided in 

that statute was for us to complete this process by December 

of 2004. So we are on a statutory time line and we're going 

to do our best to execute that law that your elected 

representatives brought forward in the congress of the 

United States. 

And we understand all of the cleanup 

decisions made by those cleanup decision makers will not be 

made by the time that we have to finalize our plans. So 

this plan, as Mike said at the beginning, is based on the 

premise that in the context that lands that will be 

transferred to the U.S. Fish h Wildlife Service that will 

become part of the National Wildlife Refuge system, will 

have been effectively cleaned up to levels that are safe for 

refuge workers and any less-exposed people which would 

include visitors. 

We are gathering more data. We have deer 

tissue samples that were taken last year that are going in 

to be analyzed to see if there are contaminants, americium, 

plutonium or uranium in those deer tissues. If we find out 

that there are, clearly that will affect the final decision 

on some of the uses that are proposed for this site. 

Additional soil samples are being taken in 
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the buffer zone as we speak. Much better characterization 

than we currently have. Currently we don't have any 

evidence of dangerous levels in the buffer zone. We're 

continuing to look, and if that scientific data indicates 

that our plans are not safe or not appropriate, obviously 

those plans will have to change. 

So although I really appreciate all the great 

attendance we're getting at these meetings and input we're 

getting from folks, it's important for all of us to talk to 

people who make decisions about cleanup, about cleanup 

issues, as opposed to refuge management issues. And there 

are good venues to do that. The Rocky Flats Citizen's 

Advisory Board, which is a formal group of citizens to 

advise the Department of Energy on the cleanup of this site. 

I wish as many people attended those meetings on trhe first 

Thursday of every month. So there's an opportunity there. 

That Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments meets 

monthly, if you live in Jefferson or Boulder County, those 

municipalities have elected governments, or the Department 

of Energy and the regulatory agencies. 

We have very important decisions that are 

upcoming that many of you mentioned tonight, and that is, 

how are we going to ensure long-term stewardship of residual 

contamination that will remain in the DOE retained lands. 

I'm confident that if we have closure, the 
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pathways for that will be cut off and we won't be exposed to 

things three feet underground. I think it's important that 

we work with the RFCA parties to make sure they stay where 

they are. 

So back to your question, sir, the decision 

on that is outside the scope of our plan because the 

demarcation of that boundary between the ownerships will be 

made by the RFCA parties, not by the Fish h Wildlife 

Service. We will have input to that. Our input will 

include, and we haven't formalized it yet, that that 

boundary be very clearly and as permanently marked as 

possible so that anybody, anyone on the site legally or 

illegally would know whether they were on National Wildlife 

Refuge or Department of Energy stewardship property. 

I think we would prefer that if it's deemed 

safe, that the boundary not be a barrier to the movement of 

wildlife across t'he landscape or not create an unnecessary 

disruption in the visual characteristics of the site. But 

that remains to be seen and that will be decided by the RFCA 

parties in their institutional control plan. And I would 

encourage you all to participate with the CAB and the RFCLOG 

and DOE decision makers about that. 

Before we go to further questions, I would 

like to ask Joe Lagare, with the United States Department of 

Energy, just to come up for a minute. I'm not going to ask 
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Joe to field questions tonight, but I think he has some 

things he'd like everybody to listen to tonight. Thank you. 

MR. LEGARE: Good evening and Happy St. 

Patrick's Day. My name is Joe Lagare, I worked out at Rocky 

Flats since 1986. I actually showed up the day our cleanup 

agreement was signed and I've had the principal 

responsibility of implementing the agreement. Additionally, 

I was one of the chief combatants for DOE and the revised 

soil action levels working with the State Department and EPA 

and the communities. 

We had a lot of issues, specific community 

meetings in those past eight years and the organizations 

that Dean mentioned, if you go to those meetings, you'll get 

right into a pretty detailed issue about a landfill or 

groundwater monitoring or something like that. 

One thing is certain, in my experience, over 

eight years, which is relatively short compared to some of 

your involvement with Rocky Flats, we've made better 

decisions because of community involvement. Sometimes we 

hate to admit that because everybody likes to be right, but 

we really have, particularly with the soil action 

discussion. 

One of the things we wanted to offer up here, 

and it doesn't have to be a one-time deal, Dean had 

mentioned to me, you know, we're getting a lot of cleanup 
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questions and we want to talk about how we're going to 

manage the refuge. Obviously there's a series of checks and 

balances before it ever gets to be a refuge. We need 

certification from the EPA and the State Health Department, 

for example, it's not just a, trust us with a whistle and a 

prayer, here, Dean, here's the title, there's actually quite 

a lot of process and public process to ensure that the 

refuge is, when we turn it over, is as represented. 

Having said all that, it's difficult now to 

get into a meeting where there's the broad view again. Tell 

us again the big picture about the cleanup and how that 

relates to how Dean is going to manage the refuge. So what 

we're talking about and what we've scheduled April 14th. but 

specifically for that purpose we have the Fish h Wildlife 

Service, the DOE and quite probably the other parties to the 

cleanup agreement, State Health Department and the EPA, in 

the same room where we can talk about those issues of 

transition and explain to me again why you think this is 

safe for a refuge. 

So clearly you heard some of those comments 

tonight, you heard them as part of the written comments that 

came in at the previous meetings, so we want to provide the 

opportunities in a forum. This meeting in particular will 

be at Broomfield City Hall and they've agreed to host that 

meeting, 8 : O O  to - -  excuse me, 6:OO to 8:00, and so please 
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come out if you have those questions. You're not a regular, 

so to speak, at our cleanup meetings and you're looking for 

a forum to get your big picture questions answered. Explain 

to me how you're going to tell me that the cleanup is safe. 

Explain to me what the site looks like when you leave, 

surface and subsurface. Tell me who is going to be there. 

In fact, he's here right now. Dave Winus (phonetic) is from 

Legacy Management of DOE, he's running the team that's going 

to take over from environmental management some time in the 

future here. 

So just an unpaid, unpolitical announcement 

for coming out for. Those of you that have an interest and 

maybe some of the discussions we have in the other forums 

are just to focus on the specific remediation. Come out on 

April 14th. If we have a large turnout, who knows, maybe 

we'll have another one. We'll see how it goes. Maybe we'll 

have another one, but I just wanted to offer that up. 

MR. RUNDLE: Before you ask any more 

questions, I caught one question during testimony that I did 

want to address. There was a statement made that I had said 

at Boulder the other night that Alternative B has been 

selected. And I want to clarify if there was any 

misunderstanding. 

Last Thursday a comment was made, a question 

was asked, why are you proposing this alternative at this 
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point. And my response to that, and somebody correct me if 

I'm wrong or misspoke it again, but we are required to bring 

to you a preferred alternative during this Draft phase. 

This does not mean that there's a decision made at all. 

We are getting a lot of very good valuable 

comments. I would be very surprised if the final decision 

is exactly any of the current alternatives that are being 

presented tonight. Every stage we have made modifications 

based on the input we have received from the public and from 

local governments and other government agencies. So 

Alternative B is our preferred alternative. The law 

requires us to tell you what we're proposing to do so that 

we can get your feedback on that. 

It is not a decision at this point at all. 

So I hope that's clear. 

MR. HUGHES: For those of you who like 

meecings that go in a straight line, you're in the wrong 

one. We're going to go back to a three-minute comment 

period. We've had someone join us who wants that 

opportunity for three minutes. The meeting isn't over yet, 

so we're going to ask he or she to come forward. We'll do 

that now, if that's okay. We'll give you three minutes and 

then we'll get back up here with questions. 

BY MS. PAULINE REETS: 

My name is Pauline Reets and I'm a 
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representative of the Audubon Society for Denver. We have 

worked over at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal dating back in the 

late ' 8 0 s  when the Arsenal was being considered as a 

wildlife refuge. And so some of the issues are similar. 

There was a contaminated area, there was a lot of wildlife, 

there was some - -  there's a lot of value in preserving that 

wildlife, and,so we work to have that area kept as a - -  

designated as a refuge, which it was in 1991. As a future 

refuge, I should say, not right away. 

So I guess my - -  I have a couple of 

questions. Fi'rst of all, I have to admit, I have not been 

able to access the full plan. I got on the website and I 

got to the summary and the next day I went back and it was 

down. So I haven't read the full thing. Therefore, my 

comments are pretty preliminary. 

We feel that overall the most important thing 

is public health and safety. And once those issues are 

settled, if they can be, then the question of public use 

comes up. This is actually not a very big area. It's going 

to have open space on three sides, which is wonderful, 

unlike the Arsenal, which is going to be completely 

surrounded sooner of later. So our feeling about public use 

is, you'll phase it in, the public would probably do 

something like Alternative 3. I don't know if you can 

combine alternatives, that's one of my questions. 
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Can you in fact say, we'll do Alternative 3, 

which is very limited public use, only tours, only one trail 

open, very restricted public use, very supervised for the 

first 10 or 15 years? Then we can move to perhaps somewhat 

more use, something along the line of Alternative B. 

In any case, I think a visitor center would 

be a really useful item no matter what alternative you 

decide on. It can educate people about the site, about the 

natural features of the site, but also about the history of 

the site as a nuclear bomb plant. And I think that's really 

important. People don't want to lose that. They certainly 

didn't want to lose it at the Arsenal. 

I think the key word in any of this is going 

to be flexibility of management, because you have to be able 

to open and close areas if you get any nasty surprises, you 

will also have to close areas if you have nasty rafters, 

want to keep trails out of the creek bottoms, and I would 

say, in general, you need to really manage that site to 

prevent erosion, degradation of the site. 

So that's what we're concerned about once the 

public health and safety issues are taken care of. Thank 

you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Just for those of you who may 

come in, her comment about the website, the website is in 

fact down. 
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MS. SHANNON: You know, if you need a copy of 

the Plan, you want a hard copy, please, we have a sheet out 

here, you can sign up your name, I'll be glad to mail you 

one. Or we have some available now, we'll give you those. 

But again, we apologize, but the Department of Interior, we 

have been - -  it's a court order, it has nothing to do with 

Rocky Flats or anything else, but all Department of Interior 

is shut down right now for Internet access. Thank you. 

' MR. RUNDLE: So you know how to get a hard 

copy then? There was a question that she asked during the 

last statement which was, can you combine alternatives. And 

the answer is, absolutely. Any of these alternatives can be 

modified before a final decision is made. 

We're required, and what we try to do is 

present a range of reasonable alternatives. Any of these 

alternatives we believe can meet the purposes of the refuge 

established in the special legislation, the missions and 

goals of the National Wildlife Refuge system and be 

responsive to at least portions of the public comment that 

we've heard during scoping. 

So any of these are plausible. Like I said, 

I won't be surprised if the final decision is exactly any 

one of these right now. The final decision is made by the 

regional director of the United States Fish & Wildlife 

Service. And after the public comment period, we'll go 
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back, we'll look at the totality of the comments, we'll 

discuss that, we'll prepare a final Draft at that time, the 

CCP will be separated from the EIS. They will be published 

as two separate companion books. I guess at this rate 

they're going to be books when we get done. And the 

regional director will make the final decision on that and 

it will be published in the Federal Register. 

Q. 1s it too early to ask about what the trail 

surface would be initially? What are you looking at? 

MR. RUNDLE: What we are proposing is to use 

existing roads and disturbed areas for almost all the 

trails, I think there's one small foot only loop on the 

north side that would require a small amount of new trail 

construction. 

We typically, on other refuges, use 

crushified (phonetic) as hard trail surfaces and I would 

think that at the Flats we probably would use that on some 

trails, or depending on the seasonality of the use and the 

slopes and things like that. We do want to minimize erosion 

impacts definitely. 

Q. So you're not looking at like in the City 

parks open space where they have the concrete trails for the 

hikers and bikers and the dirt trails for the horses? 

MR. RUNDLE: We won't have - -  I don't want - -  

it would be extremely unlikely that we would have impermeant 
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surface trails. 

Q .  What would be the purpose of separating out 

multi-use and equestrian? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, the reasons that we 

have - -  I think Bini took her sign down, but the priority 

public uses of the National Wildlife Refuge system are 

wildlife dependent. So we viewed horses and bicycles as a 

means of access to engage in bird-watching or wildlife 

photography or wildlife interpretation. We're not opening 

just to provide the recreation that is inherent in bicycling 

or riding on horseback. 

Now, we're not going to yo arrest people if 

they jog on the trails and don't stop and look at a bird, 

but the purpose for providing this access is to provide 

access for wildlife dependent recreation. 

We have proposed - -  we got some feedback from 

the public, well, all three uses can go on the same trail, 

it's okay, some people say, well, I don't mind the horses, 

but I don't like the bicycles, they're too fast. Other 

people say the bicycles are fine, but I don't like the 

horses. And we frequently use temporal or zoning strategies 

to separate users, give people a choice of what type of 

conflict they may want to be interested in, what types of 

conflicts they'd be willing to accept or what. 

I don't know if that - -  in the Draft plan 
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there are Draft compatibility determinations and one of 

those involves the multi-use trails in our plan that are 

proposed. And I can tell you that the whole issue of the 

equestrian and bicycle use within a National Wildlife Refuge 

is one of considerable debate on a regional and national 

scale. 

Q .  I was wondering, on your main trail on the 

south and kind of your only trail, why does it go so close 

to the DOE zone? Is it because of topography or present 

roads? Why not stay more along the perimeter? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's a good question. Well, 

the proposed trails are cited for - -  a couple of things went 
into that. One was, where are there existing roads that are 

already disturbed sites that we don't have to do additional 

disturbances. We tried, in most cases, to avoid the steeper 

slopes where erosion problems would occur and we also tried, 

since there's not a lot of off-trails, mostly on-trail uses 

proposed, we tried to provide trails that did provide 

interesting vistas and opportunities to look down. 

You won't see many trails in the right 

corridor running adjacent to streams, but those are some of 

the more picturesque and wildlife - -  heavily used parts of 

the site by wildlife, so a trail looking up on a ridge top 

looking down and into those riparian areas, that was part of 

the process. 
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So that trail you see would be on the edge or 

near the north edge of the impediment on the south side of 

Woman Creek, and it's really not as close as it looks. You 

have to remember the scales of these maps we're talking 

about. That's a 6,000-acre site, so while there's only half 

an inch on this map, it's actually hundreds of yards on the 

ground. 

Q. My question was, you made reference to the 

buffer zone, the refuge area, the DOE area, is the buffer 

zone part of that or beyond that? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's an excellent question. 

Generally, when we talk about Rocky Flats, we talk about the 

industrial area which is a fenced 400-acre site that's kind 

of - -  and actually it's really about like this, okay. And 

that's industrial and the rest of the site was referred to 

as the buffer zone. 

One person in testimony earlier mentioned 

about the expansion of Rocky Flats in the 1970s. the 

original site from up until 1974, was only 2500 acres, about 

like this. And these additional lands were acquired from 

the 1968 fire. I think that was in '70, '71, I believe 

that's right. So when we talk about the buffer zone, we're 

talking about outside that fence. 

Now, you'll notice that the DOE proposed 

retained lands, and it is true that the final definition of 
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those lands has not been completed yet, won't be until the 

cleanup is done, but it includes the industrial area where 

there will be contaminants left below grade in the 

industrial area. It also - -  we call it the upside down 

fetal prairie dog shape, but these legs go out, there's a 

landfill here, sanitary landfill here that's going to be 

retained. This leg goes out and covers the settling ponds, 

the A and E series ponds in the Woman Creek branch that we 

talked about, and this is where - -  this area is I believe a 

7 picocurie per gram line for repidual surface soil, 

contamination of plutonium. 

The main contamination that actually escaped 

the industrial area is called the 903 Pad. In other words, 

the wind blew, the plutonium blew to the east. Plutonium 

levels in most of this out here are like less than 1 

picocurie per gram. There may be more contaminant stuff, 

but we're talking about the buffer zone outside where - -  

that is not exactly the same as the land that DOE wants to 

retain. 

Q. This kind of green area? 

MR. RUNDLE: Yes. 

Q. Real quick, you said 6,000 acres, does that 

include the industrial acreage? 

MR. RUNDLE: The entire site is about 6,238 

acres, I believe. And if you remember, that current DOE 
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land, that's about 1200 acres once we have a 5,000-acre 

refuge. 

Q. You talked about trails for horses and 

bicycles and able-bodied people, how is the U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife going to access the property, if that should come 

about, for the mobility impaired? 

MR. RUNDLE: The DOE portions of the trail 

system, that would be 100 percent ADA accessible in terms of 

grade, slope and surface. Not all the trails, particularly 

the one going out to the Lindsay Ranch and overlooking the 

Rock Creek Reserve, would be wheelchair accessible. 

Q. I think you said last week that you 

anticipate having a staff of four for Plan B and eight for 

Plan D. How can you realistically expect to keep people on 

the trails, when there's so many miles of trails and out of 

the DOE retained area, with such a limited staff and 

especially considering your goal of having a seamless 

boundary for transition of wildlife - -  

MR. RUNDLE: That's a good question. We 

aren't thickly staffed in the Nationa1,Wildlife Refuges. 

feel pretty good about the proposal in that regard for a 

couple of reasons. One is, I do use personally a lot of the 

open space trails and the trails in the national forest. I 

think compliance by the public using this area is pretty 

good. The leash law compliance is not very good, but the 

I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

64 

staying on the trail compliance is pretty good. 

This is not the only site that we manage that 

has hazards in it. I can give you examples. The last place 

I worked, the Tijuana Slew Refuge in Southern California, we 

had really significant biohazards in the estuary there 

because of raw sewage and things coming in from Mexico, and 

we had a very small staff there as well, but we had very 

good compliance with signage and active law enforcement. 

And I think that that will be adequate. 

Now, the staffing that's proposed here that 

we think we need to run Rocky Flats, it's also augmented by 

law enforcement, full-time law enforcement personnel over 

the Rocky Mountain Arsenal complex who will work both sites, 

and also by maintenance personnel, administrative staff at 

the complex headquarters at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. We're 

not going to duplicate two full refuge staffs at stations 

that are so closely located together. So there actually 

would be more than four people on the site at different 

times. And, Laurie, your input. 

MS. SHANNON: The only other thing I'd add is 

under B and D where you have public use, we also have 

volunteer programs. And while volunteers don't do law 

enforcement, they certainly tell you what's going on out 

there and they certainly advise the refuge as to things they 

see or hear. 
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MR. RUNDLE: We probably won't have as many 

as we've got now at the Arsenal program, but we do not have 

a problem with people leaving trails and passing signs that 

say area closed. It's not a significant issue for us. So 

most urban refuges, we have a bigger problem probably in 

rural refuges where the primary uses are seasonal hunting 

and things like that. 

Q. In all the alternatives you're going to do 

restoration and enhancement to the Preble Meadow Jumping 

Mouse habitat, what do you know about existing populations 

or numbers or vitality, anything as far as that? 

MR. RUNDLE: It's not a large population. I 

don't know. Mark, do you remember what the max estimate 

was? 

MR. SA'ITELBERG: I've seen numbers anywhere 

between 20 to 100. 

MR. RUNDLE: And that's typical with small 

mammals. You can go survey for them one season and find 

zero or two and several months later or the next year you 

may find hundreds just because of their reproductive 

ecology. 

The heaviest concentrations are in the Rock 

Creek range, but there are also occupied habitats in the 

Walnut and Woman Creek drainages. So I think the real 

significance to the site, Prebles, it's only one of two 
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federally-owned sites. 

Q .  Do you have any data on the large predators, 

like mountain lions and things like that that are out there? 

MR. RUNDLE: We just have anecdotal 

information on those. We do know that because of the 

current count activity, that all that open space you 

mentioned, that that's one of the qualities we see at Rocky 

Flats, even though, as you said, it's a reasonably small 

future refuge, is that you do have - -  you still have 

movement of large mammals from the Rocky Mountain Front 

Range. Bears have been photographed on the site, that's 

usually a late summer or early fall hyperphasing thing. 

There are a pretty good population of fruited shrubs and 

things in the riparian areas that draw berries. I'm sure 

lions occur there occasionally. I don't know if we got any 

pictures, but I think there's some track anecdotal stuff. 

Elk, we're not sure what's going to happen 

with elk. In the past they've been occasional visitors 

coming down in the wintertime. Last summer I think we had 

11 cows, 9 cows, something like that, a small number of 

calves down on Rocky Flats. That is a concern to us. We'd 

like to help move in and out of seasonally, we're not - -  we 

don't want to see a resident elk population develop at Rocky 

Flats out on the planes next to the suburban areas, that 

won't be good for the elk or for the people around. 
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Q. Is it okay to give two quick remarks and a 

question? 

MR. HUGHES: Can you just give a question? 

We wanted to give everybody exactly the same bite at that 

apple. 

Q. What is your relationship - -  what is the 

relationship of Fish L Wildlife to a possible museum? 

MR. RUNDLE: That's a good question. We are 

very open to partnering with a future museum. I think we do 

have partnership goals for each objective, so I think that 

there's a good potential. If a museum is established, we 

could have a very close working relationship with them. 

We do not have a formal role in the 

establishment of a museum. A museum exists, it is a 501-C3. 

At this point in time, the Refuge Act says that the 

Secretary of Energy may establish a Rocky Flats Cold War 

museum, so there's really decisions being made there by the 

Secretary of Energy. And however that goes, we do 

participate in board meetings of the museum, Cold War 

museum. I think Laurie goes to most of them. So we would 

be interested in partnerships with them for site 

interpretation regardless of where the facilities are. 

Q. Besides tracking and relocating, what other 

methods will be used to exclude prairie dogs from the 

habitat area? 
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MR. RUNDLE: I think we have to be really 

careful about where we use certain grassland management 

techniques at certain times of the year. One of the best 

ways to prevent unwanted prairie dog invasions is to 

maintain a robust and tall thick vegetative cover. So, for 

example, that would impact where and how short-term grazing 

was used to emulate bison grazing or where fire lines were 

put for prescribed fires so that we know there's a burn 

area, or if there's a wild fire you can get rapid prairie 

dog invasion into that new burn area. So we'd have to plan 

those areas to not encourage prairie dogs into the site. So 

they don't like thick dense grass. 

We make recommendations to DOE about the 

re-vegetation of industrial areas and the retained lands and 

we encourage them to do things like plant shrubs around the 

site that would perhaps make it less likely for prairie dogs 

to invade those areas and also to do the best they can to 

ensure a tall robust stand of native grasses on those sites. 

MR. HUGHES: Before I go back to anybody who 

has already asked a question, are there any of you who have 

not asked one who want a shot? 

Q. When you capture and then publish this public 

comment, would you provide us with copies of Mr. Ball's 

song? 

MR. HUGHES: Can they have copies of the song 
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when you print the final? 

MR. TRENHOllrlE: Yes. The public transcript 

will be in the final EIS. 

MR. RUNDLE: And we will respond in writing 

to these comments, both verbal and the written ones. 

MR. TRENHOLME: Substantive comments. 

MR. RUNDLE: If we get 5 0  identical 

substantive comments that are basically the same, we may 

respond to them in one response acknowledging where the 

comments came from. 

MR. HUGHES: Any other new questions? 

Q. Are there plans for underpasses going under 

Highway 93 or Indiana or to the north under 128, both for 

people and animals? And who pays for them? 

MR. RUNDLE: Right. Good question. I think 

we acknowledged the desire for the maintenance of corridor 

activity with the surrounding open space, but since those 

highways are not going to be part of the National Wildlife 

Refuge, that decision is outside the scope oE this plan. 

But we will work and are working with highway planners, for 

example, were involved in the scope on the Northwest Parkway 

and we certainly will work with their neighbors and C-DOT as 

those plans occur. We don't have the money nor the 

authority to say. thou shall put in an underpass under 

Highway 93 or 128. 
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MR. HUGHES: I'd like to make a little 

announcement about an open house. The Northwest Corridor 

Environmental Impact Statement will have three public open 

houses to look at the universal alternatives for the 

Northwest Corridor Transportation. They are April 14th. 

same time, and April 15th and April 21st. And in one of the 

alternatives you will see cul-de-sacs 93 about there, that 

eliminates this section of 93, takes the road around that 

way to connect the wildlife habitat on both sides. I don't 

know that that alternative will survive, but it was proposed 

and it's active at the universal alternative phase. 

Golden is April 15th or 14th. Arvada, this 

location, this very building, April 15th, and then 

Broomfield. And I don't know where - -  we don't have a 

location for Broomfield on April 21st. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation's website has an EIS link for 

the Northwest Corridor EIS. So you can go there, propose 

that alternative or any other one you want. 

Q. Are you thinking eventually of managing the 

grasslands with prescribed burns and do you have any idea 

what problems you might have with that? 

MR. RUNDLE: The answer is yes. And I think 

in Alternative B and Alternative C we do propose in those 

alternatives to use prescribed fire as a grassland 

management tool. It also - -  does A too? And Rock Creek 
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mostly. 

Alternative D would preclude prescribed 

burning or grazing as grassland management tools. There's a 

lot of issues with managing prescribed fire, particularly 

urban or suburban landscape, everything from smoke 

management and impacts to highways, and of course, at this 

site we know that because of the past uses of the site there 

are particular concerns. We, during the development of this 

Draft, went to the Environmental Protection Agency and the 

Colorado Health Department and said we would like to be able 

to use prescribed fire and grazing as grassland management 

techniques, can you tell us, with your knowledge of the 

site, if that will be a safe thing to do. And their letters 

and response are appendices in the back of the Draft and we 

got the concurrence from the health agencies saying it would 

be safe with certain conditions. 

We also know, because of the sensitivities, 

that even if they said it's safe, there might be some areas 

where it might not be a good thing to do. And if you look 

up here, there's a map that shows areas where we would not 

use prescribed fires, mostly along this east side where even 

though the levels of surface plutonium were very low, they 

are higher than in the rest of the proposed refuge lands and 

it's also because of the smoke issues. 

would not use prescribed fire in that area. 

So we're saying we 
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Q. How is grazing restored to - -  who is going to 

be doing the grazing? 

MR. RUNDLE: Good question. Grasslands 

evolve under a variety of ecological conditions that drove 

their evolution and our grasslands here. Fire and grazing 

by bison made of ungulates were primary factors in driving 

grassland ecosystem health. 

To really restore grasslands, you need to 

restore the ecological functions and values that drove the 

development of those ecosystems. So we have proposed, in 

Alternatives B and C, I don't know about A, is there grazing 

in A? In Alternatives B and C we could use grazing for a 

couple of purposes. One would be the use of sheep or goats, 

specifically as a weed control effort to use a biological 

control of weeds. We also would use, a8 biological control 

agencs, insects as well as herbicides, fire, as well as a 

pest management program. 

We would also propose that we could use-short 

rotation intensive grazing by cattle to emulate bison 

grazing on the site. And this would not mean permanent 

cross fencing that you can do with electric fences and solar 

chargers, and what you do is overstock your pasture with a 

large number of animals for a very short period of time, let 

them do what the bison did, which was move through every 

year or two, basically graze it down to nothing and trample 
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new sheet into the ground and then get them back out. 

So we would not use similar grazing systems, 

for example, that you might see on border open space, there 

are different goals there, but their cultural heritage that 

they're trying to emulate, we would probably do it 

differently than they do it. 

Q. So you're not going to bring bison back? 

MR. RUNDLE: NO. There's no proposal in any 

of the alternatives. This is a small site and there are 

some parts of natural environment that probably are not 

feasible to restore given the context of the lands. 

Q. You're going to be investing a lot of 

resources in restoring the prairie, ecosystem, revegetation 

activities, is there a possibility that - -  you talked 

previously about, you can work with them, but you can't 

force them to do something, that they can do something on 

their property that would have detrimental impacts on your 

trying to restore the prairie system? 

MR. RUNDLE: There's certainly a potential if 

they don't do it right. Let me add, when we talk about 

prairie restoration, for the most part of the site we're 

very fortunate. This was ranch land and not farmland prior 

to government acquisition, so the sod along most of this 

land has never been broken and we have the full genetic 

biological makeup of the native floor along this site. So 
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restoration is really driven more by control of noxious 

weeds and the restoration of these natural environmental 

processes, such as grazing and fire, and in some cases there 

will be, under B and C, the kind of tan area, the southwest 

corner, that is a tame hay meadow that was put in, and under 

those alternatives we would restore that to native species 

using tillage perhaps or actually getting seed, hopefully 

local eco-type seed and killing that smooth grass and 

receding that native. . 

DOE is not doing restoration, they are 

I think if they do it right they can provide revegitating: 

a habitat cover that's not necessarily emulating the exact 

native prairie, but would provide habitat for ground nesting 

birds and things like that. If it's not done right and if 

we don't - -  we need to work with the legacy management, that 

when Kaiser-Hill leaves, if we don't have a good stand 

advantage out there, the damage could be that it would 

become a source of invasive weeds, if we don't get a good 

stand of revegetation on the site. 

So it would be hard for us, if we go - -  if 

DOE - -  I don't want to knock their stewardship, they've done 

a good job at weed control, it's not over with yet, but they 

have not been silent. They have been stewards of this 

landscape controlling the spread of noxious weeds, EM has, 

and we look forward to them continuing that. So we hope 
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it's successful. 

MR. HUGHES: It's 8:30, the Arvada Center 

isn't going to throw us out if there any other questions. 

Q. What are the plans for the wildlife to do to 

enhance the raptor population and song birds? You talked 

about big animals and stuff, but birds are my concern. 

MR. RUNDLE: That's really a good question. 

When I started with this outfit, we did a lot of enhancement 

work and we don't do a lot of enhancement work anymore. In 

terms of trying to make the land produce more than it - -  or 

trying to change the landscape by, for example, putting in 

nest boxes and nest platforms or extra hawk perches and 

things like that. 

What we would like to see is restore the 

habitat to as close as it was before settlement and try to 

enhance, not species richness by bringing in more species, 

but enhance it for the native species that belong there. 

I think on most prairie refuges we probably 

have too many Red-Tail Hawks and not enough Swainsons and 

Ferruginous Hawks. So we're not planning any enhancements 

in terms of artificial structures or planting of additional 

trees to encourage tree nesting or anything like that, what 

we want to do is make it the best habitat it can be for 

those bird species that were native to the prairie Front 

Range interface. 
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Q. The chunk of land that's in the southwest 

corner is currently used for grazing, that's not part of the 

refuge? 

MR. RUNDLE: Section 16, the State school 

section. 

Q. And so you talked previously about that there 

is availability through the land and what's it called, land 

conservation? 

MR. RUNDLE: Land and Water Conservation 

Fund. 

Q. And using that money to purchase additional 

acreage to expand the refuge. And I was wondering if there 

was any thought to obtaining that property so we don't have 

maybe Rocky Flats the amusement park someday that can 

possibly be built on there. So in order to protect that, is 

there any possibility of any added grassland to the refuge? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, we're not proposing any 

additional fee land acquisition in the CCP. And one thing 

that we cannot use Land and Water Conservation money for is 

to acquire land that's owned by a state. We can buy private 

land, we can buy land from municipalities and local 

government, if they're willing sellers. The only way that 

Section 16 would ever be acquired will be on a willing 

seller basis through a land exchange with the State of 

Colorado. That's not being proposed by us at this time. 
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Doesn't mean that it can never ever, ever happen, but that 

is land managed by the State Land Board and I think your 

resource there is to talk to the State Department of Natural 

Resources about whether or not that land should be part of 

their trust or something like that. 

They do have a trust, a conservation trust. I 

think it's maxed out right now, but there is a potential of 

working with State Eolks to put that land into a 

conservation status. 

MR. TRENHOLME: You might mention that part 

of that Section 16 has been mined for aggregate. 

MR. RUNDLE: There's also private water 

rights there. The lakes are going to stay there, that's 

privately owned, basically, even though it's on State land. 

MR. HUGHES: Other questions? Dean, 

anything? 

MR. RUNDLE: I'd just like to thank everybody 

for coming out tonight. We're getting really good 

attendance and great questions. Thanks for the opportunity 

to answer those. And we'll be at Broomfield tomorrow 

night. 

. . . WHEREUPON, the public hearing was 

concluded at 8:40 p.m. 
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MR. HUGHES: We're going to begin. My 

name is Mike Hughes, and I'm a member of the planning 

team that's been working on the public process as well as 

the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

So I want to start by saying thank you all 

for coming. 

the agenda, the way the meeting will proceed tonight, and 

then we'll get started. 

And I want to say a couple of words about 

You can see from the agenda that we've got 

some ground rules at the top, and then 1,m going to go 

through the individual sections of the agenda. Tonight 

is a hearing where, as you can see, we are recording 

verbatim the comments that you're here to make on the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan. 

Now, we've been asked to ensure that there 

is balance and fairness in how that is done. And so what 

we've decided is that everyone will get precisely the 

same amount of time to make their comments. So each oE 

you will get three minutes to comment on the Drafts and 

we'll - -  again, we'll be recording all of those comments. 

In order that each of you has the full use 

of that three minutes, we ask that you not interrupt one 

another while you're speaking. So, whether you agree or 
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disagree, we want you to simply hear the comments as 

they're being spoken and not interrupt in any way, that 

includes with applause if you agree with something. We 

want people to get their full three minutes. So we ask 

that you give them the respect of letting them finish 

what they have to say. We're going to ask that they 

offer you that same respect in turn to give you the full 

benefit of those three minutes. 

At the end of each time, when each person 

who has signed up to speak has had that opportunity, we 

will, time permitting - -  and I think time will permit - -  
turn to some question and answer. So Dean Rundle, the 

refuge manager will come forward and say a few words, but 

then also give you an opportunity to ask questions of 

clarification about the Plan and the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement. 

What we ask that you not do is use that 

Lime to get three more minutes. So we're going to ask 

that you actually ask questions, rather than make 

additional statements. 

So we'll do that, take the time until 

questions run out or until 8:30 or something in between, 

and then adjourn the meeting. 

I want to say a couple of things about 

what we ask you to comment on, and then a little bit 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY h LA FERA 
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about the premise that underlies the Draft Plan and Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

First of all, the kinds of comments that 

we're looking for: Questions about the accuracy of the 

information contained in the Environmental Impact 

Statement or the plan. S o  if there's some factual - -  

some piece of information that you come with that 

contradicts or amplifies or alters in some way the 

information that's in the plan, that's useful. 

The adequacy of the environmental analysis 

would be something that would be useful for you to 

comment on, the reasonableness of the alternatives. So 

if there are aspects of the alternatives that you think 

don't comport with that analysis that you think ought to 

be altered in some way. that's useful and helpful 

information. 

And then, obviously, changes or revisions 

that you would recommend in the documents themselves. So 

we ask that you stick to the plan and your comments on 

it. 

Let me just say something about the basis 

for that plan, and I'm referring to this second board 

here (indicated) : The steps to refuge establishment. 

The service - -  the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, that is, 

is in the stages of this meeting as a part of their 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY & LA FERA 
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completing the final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 

the final Environmental Impact Statement that will carry 

with it, when it's done, a record of decisions. In order 

for that - -  for Rocky Flats to become a refuge, the 

following steps also have to happen once that record has 

been signed. The Department of Energy has to complete 

its work on Rocky Flats - -  its cleanup efforts. 

Obviously, the Department of Energy will continue to 

monitor and be part of the site, but their cleanup will 

have to end. 

Then the Environmental Protection Agency 

and the Colorado Department of Public Health and 

Environment will have to certify that cleanup. Then DOE 

would be free at that point to transfer the land to the 

Department of the Interior for the'creation of the 

refuge. 

At that time, the Department of the 

Interior would formally establish the refuge, and then 

the U.S. Fish L Wildlife Service can begin implementing 

the plan in its final form and managing the refuge. 

So the document is written from this 

perspective, as if the site certification has occurred; 

that is, that the EPA certification is complete. So 

that's that premise that underlies the draft itself. 

It's written from the perspective that that has occurred. 
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So, with that, I'm going to give the floor 

to Laurie. She's going to say a few words about changes 

that have happened since we last met in a public forum in 

the Draft Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. And then we'll give you three minutes for 

each of you who have signed up three minutes for the 

comments. 

M S .  SHANNON: Thanks, Mike. Good evening. 

The first thing I want to let everyone know is that the 

comment period has been extended to April 26th. as our 

one board shows up there. 

And, also, as of early this week, you can 

no longer get to our website because of the Department of 

the Interior - -  there's been a court-ordered shutdown of 

all the Department of the Interior's Internet access. So 

it has nothing to do with Rocky Flats, but, 

unfortunately, you can't get to our website right now. 

So I know some of you who might be trying to get online 

and trying to submit their comments, unfortunately, 

can't. ~ 

And we all lived at one time without 

Internet and we managed to get through public process at 

that - -  in those days, and so we will continue to be able 

to do that. So people can either write their comments to 

me or they can fax them to me or they can deliver them in 
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person. Whatever works. Please give us your comments, 

we'd love to have them. 

Or - -  and the other thing I'd like to 

mention, if you want a hard copy - -  the beauty of having 

the website is people who want to go look at the plan can 

get online and download it and get copies. So if you're 

not able to do that and you'd like a copy, we do have 

some compact discs out on the sign-in table, and if you 

really would like to have a hard copy, I will give those 

out until they're gone. I have a limited number and 

please sign up and let us know, and I'll mail one out to 

you, if that works. 

So with that, I'm going to talk about 

the - -  briefly talk about the four alternatives that 

we're here to discuss tonight. I'm not going to go into 

long depth about them, just so we're all on the same 

page - -  briefly what each one contains. And I want to 

highlight the things that have changed since we first 

presented those last May. 

What else with respect to that? Okay. To 

start with, what went into our alternatives? How did we 

generate them? Back in the fall of 2002, we held what we 

call our scoping period, where we went out and we had 

people tell us what the issues were. And following that 

process in late fall, we began to develop the 
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alternatives for the refuge. 

And the things that went into creating 

those alternatives included what we heard out of scoping. 

what the Refuge Act says, and what our mission and policy 

of the national wildlife refuge system is. So there's 

kind of - -  those kind of components went into crafting 

these alternatives. And we did present a draft set of 

them last May, and we received comments on those. And 

then really what this is about is, is looking at the full 

Draft Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 

, 

So I'm going to start with Alternative B, 

because it is our proposed action. And under the 

National Environmental Policy Act, we are required to 

look at all reasonable alternatives and to evaluate those 

all objectively, but we are required to come out with a 

preferred or a proposed action, and that's what we have 

before you. 

Our proposed action is Alternative B. 

It's what we call a wildlife habitat and public use 

alternative. This alternative - -  it looks at trying to 

have a very strong emphasis on wildlife and habitat, 

while allowing for some moderate opportunity for public 

use and access on the site. We feel that that's kind of 

a middle-of-the-road from all the things that we've 

heard - -  from what people have told us. 
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What I'd like to start with is just a 

little bit of what we've changed since last spring. And 

one of the primary things that we changed, and based on 

public comment, was that people told us that they wanted 

to have some horse access. And so we did - -  one of the 

things we did was in the southern part of the site, the 

trails down here (indicated) would provide for horse 

access, bike access, and pedestrian access. And that has 

changed, we didn't have that before. 

Up to the north, the pedestrian-only 

trails are still there. This multiple-use trail over 

here (indicated), this is also a multiple-use trail, that 

is the same, it's a bike and pedestrian-only access. 

The other thing that we did change is that 

we ---as soon as we established the refuge, we would l o o k  

at putting a trail down to the Lindsay Ranch fairly soon 

after. But then, because we heard from a lot of people 

that they wanted us to look at restoring the site first 

and really focus on habitat conservation, that we would 

look to wait for five years and then implement the rest 

of the public use program. And it would all be 

implemented by year 15. 

That would give us a chance to focus on 

wildlife and habitat birds, and it would give us a chance 

to get our budget together, funding, and those kinds of 
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things. 

This alternative offers a visitor contact 

station; we would have a few offices there. Whereas, 

Alternative D, which I'll explain in a minute, has a 

full-blown visitor center. It's one of the differences 

between the two. 

One thing that people told us they wanted 

us to do was to put in a north-south trail. And we would 

still prefer not to do that, because we know that there's 

going to be some changes along Indiana, likely, in terms 

of the transportation corridor. And if there is 

something done, we would like to see that done as part of 

that project. Or, we would like to see the community put 

it in. But it's very difficult for us to put in a trail, 

try to make - -  next to the transportation corridor, and 

next to the DOE-retained land, and try to fit all that 

in. So that is our preference, we do not make that 

change. 

We did try to - -  one of the other things 

we changed is that people told us they wanted to see a 

little more loop - -  loops - -  people to be able to make 

loops and some connectivity, and we tried to work on 

those kinds of things as well. 

I think that covers that. Oh, one other 

thing: Hunting. I know Bini is going to shoot me here 
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if I miss this one. We - -  as in - -  as we presented last 

May and as you will find in the document now, we do 

propose a limited hunting program. And we did make some 

modifications to that. 

What we are proposing is that it would 

continue to be a very limited, managed program that would 

only be for a couple of weekends out of the year; and it 

would be targeted towards the first two years towards 

youth and the disabled. And as Bini has - -  is in our 

compatibility determination, we would look at having 

about ten hunters a year. 

After two years, if we are not meeting our 

target population goals, we would look to expand that to 

able-bodied hunters as well. It's not a done deal; it's 

just that we would look to see if that could be 

accommodated. 

All right. I'm going to move on to 

Alternative A. Alternative A is our no-action 

alternative. And it basically would look at focusing our 

habitat and restoration efforts primarily in the Rock 

Creek Reserve, the northern part o f  the site. And pretty 

much very limited management, the rest of the site - -  the 
rest of the refuge. 

The one change that we made on Alternative 

A is that when we proposed it last spring, we proposed 
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having a chain-link fence all the way around the site, 

and we took that option out. We have analyzed that in 

Chapter 4 of the Environmental Consequence chapter, but 

we found that (a) it-s too expensive to do that; (2) we 

did not have - -  there was not community support, or very 
little community support; and (31 it really precludes 

wildlife from being able to move from adjacent open space 

and onto the refuge and back out again. So it's 

really - -  it's not good for wildlife from our 
perspective. 

Alternative C is the ecological 

restoration alternative. And this alternative - -  

somebody's phone's ringing - -  Alternative C is the 

alternative that focuses on ecological restoration of the 

site and offers very, very little public use on the site. 

Alternative A is similar in terms of public use as being 

very limited, guided - -  just almost no public use except 

for kind of VIP-type tours. 

The difference between A is under 

Alternative C we would have a trail that would overlook 

the former Lindsay Ranch. And under Alternative C ,  we 

would take out the whole Lindsay Ranch buildings under 

that alternative, because our focus would be on trying to 

restore the site to - -  as much as we could to a 

presettlement condition. 
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We really didn't make much changes to 

Alternative C from last May. 

And then under Alternative D, which is the 

public use alternative - -  that's what we call it - -  this 

would be trying to focus on certain plant communities and 

wildlife species, really trying to target - -  target those 

species, but, at the same time, being able to maximize 

the amount of public use that we would have on the site. 

And, as I said earlier, under this 

alternative, we looked at having a full-blown visitor 

center on the site. We did make some changes Erom last 

May. We tried - -  based on the input we had, we tried to 

improve some of the loops that people could do and also 

some connectivity in that as well. 

I think those are the main points. Did I 

miss anything, Bini? 

MS. ABBOTT: I think it was 10 of disabled 

youth - -  or of youth, and 10 disabled, making a total of 

20, I think. 

MS. SHANNON: She knows. Okay. One of 

the other things that I save her - -  for part of her three 

minutes is that - -  and these are Bini's graphics. 
They're great, too. 

MS. ABBOTT: Except the underlines are 

mine; you can't blame them for that. 
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MS. SHANNON: We have six priority public 

uses that the Fish - -  that in our Improvement Act, in our 

organic act, that Congress has said that the Fish & 

Wildlife Service should try to provide. And those six 

uses are: Hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, 

wildlife photography, environmental education, and 

environmental interpretation. 

And while our purposes of the national 

wildlife refuge system are geared towards wildlife 

conservation and habitat management, Congress has said 

that it is appropriate to have public uses on national 

wildlife refuges. And that those are the six priority 

ones and that, if you can, you should try to provide 

those. 

So, with that, does that help you? 

MS. ABBOTT: Yes, thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: Dogs? 

MS. SHANNON: D o g s .  There's my other cue. 

Dogs. Under none of the alternatives would we allow dogs 

onto the site, leashed or otherwise. So that's not up 

for discussion tonight. 

MS. ABBOTT: And what is the reason that 

you don't want dogs? 

MS. SHANNON: Can you hold that question? 

MR. HUGHES: Let's hold that one. We'll 
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write it down as a question; we'll yet to it. 

MS. SHANNON: All right. Thanks, Mike. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Again, particularly 

for those of you who've come in since the start of the 

meeting, here's how we are going to handle the next part 

of the meeting. This is formal coment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan, three minutes per 

speaker. Again, we ask that you let each speaker have 

their full three minutes by not interrupting them, and 

we'll ask them to do the same for you when it's your 

turn. 

Since you'll be speaking about the plan to 

the people who are responsible for producing it, we've 

asked three of the lead staff to come here - -  and I'll 

give them a chance to introduce themselves in just a 

couple of minutes - -  so that you can speak directly to 

them about your response to the content of the plan. 

Since none of us have that internal clock 

that tells us exactly when three minutes is up, Jody is 

going to help with that. So she'll remind you when you 

have two minutes, when there's a minute left, and when 

you have 30 seconds left. And then she has a nice little 

red sign that says, Stop. She'll stand up and stand next 

to you, should that be necessary, once you've reached the 
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stop point. When Jody stands up, you know what that 

means. 

We ask that when you come to give your 

comments that you use the microphone, despite the fact 

that the room is relatively small, and my voice certainly 

fills it. So we ask that you come to the podium, speak 

to the staff here, and give your name first. 

Lastly, this isn't the only way to provide 

comments. Laurie talked about mail, fax, and 

hand-delivering. We have written comment forms here. So 

if taking this three minutes isn't your preferred method 

of providing comments, that's fine; there are lots of 

ways to do that. And so you're free to add written 

comments. 

MS. ERIKSON: And the address and the fax 

number are on these little yellow or green sheets on your 

chair. 

MR. HUGHES: So, I'll ask the three people 

here to introduce themselves, and then Jody will read two 

names, and we'll get started. 

MR. RUNDLE: My name is Dean Rundle. I'm 

the refuge manager for the Rocky Flats refuge project. 

MR. TRENHOLME: I'm Richard Trenholme with 

ERO Resources. I'm part of the planning team. 

MS.  SHANNON: And you all know me. 1-m 
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Laurie Shannon, the planning team leader here. 

MS. ERIKSON: Mike Bartleson and then Bini 

Abbott. 

BY MR. MIKE BARTLESON: 

My name is Mike Bartleson. I'm an 

employee of the City and County of Broomfield. I've been 

involved in Rocky Flats' issues since I started with 

Broomfield in 1973, over 3 0  years. 

There are many aspects of the refuge plan 

that we have reviewed. We've looked at all of the 

documents. We have full-time staff that thoroughly 

reviews all documents with not only the refuge, but with 

the cleanup process. 

Based on our review, we see Alternative B 

as being a rational approach to a good balance between 

wildlife and habitat issues and use by the public. It is 

a very valuable resource to not only the City and County 

of Broomfield residents, but all of the residents along 

the f font range. 

So I want to thank you, the Service, for 

being responsive to our coments, particularly the 

connectivity input with the trails that will connect 

Broomfield's future trails with this area. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Mike. Bini Abbott 

and Lisa Gill. 
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BY MS. BIN1 ABBOTT: 

My name is Bini Abbott, and we live on the 

west shore of Standley Lake. What I'm not is a member of 

a peace group or an animal rights person. I'm also not 

antihunting. But what I am is opposed to recreational 

sport hunting of the deer four days out of the year while 

they are protected 361 days out of the rest of the year, 

so that people can have a good opportunity for wildlife 

observation and photography. 

Under the environmental interpretation, 

they had four subtitles, and those are: "Habitat 

Restoration." And under Wildlife, colon, they have, 

"Wildlife take refuge at Rocky Flats." This is from the 

big book that's published for this case. Then under C, 

under Wildlife and People, colon, "Wildlife comes first. 'I 

And I underlined first. 

The definition of a refuge in most 

people's minds and in the dictionary is a place of 

safety, shelter, or a safe retreat. The large book 

states that they are figuring that the hunting for these 

20 people, two weekends a year, will cost annually about 

$5,000, which is $250 per person. And they intend to 

close the whole rest of the refuge at that time, which I 

think is unfair to spend that much money for those few 

people, and nobody else gets to use the refuge. I also 
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think it will be a shock as people are taking the trails 

and, all of a sudden, find out, Whoops, can't go on it 

today . 

If there is a need to cull because of the 

overpopulation, I feel the animals should be shot by a 

sharpshooter from the Division of Wildlife. 

And, according to the open space that's 

surrounding it, I've talked to Boulder - -  Boulder City 

and Boulder County, and neither one has had an 

overpopulation problem so far. And what bothers me is 

they're going to t r y  to have the hunting program the 

first two years, but not do a population check until the 

third year, and then not change things until 15 years. 

I think the perception is going to be that 

it is not good for fish and wildlife. I also have a 

letter signed by Mark Udal1 and Wayne Allard regarding 

the shooting range that they had at Rocky Flats, and 

Sheriff Stone was asking that they be retained. 

Okay, I'll be really quick. 

So I'm hoping that you - -  instead, the 

people see pictures and look at wildlife through 

binoculars, through a camera, but not through the sights 

of a gun. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Bini. Lisa Gill 

and LeRoy Moore. 
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BY MS. LISA GILL: 

Hi. My name is Lisa Gill, and I'm a 

resident of Rock Creek. I'm here to talk about - -  I 

understand that Alternative B is probably the most likely 

outcome of these meetings, and I have a question: Why 

are - -  why is the refuge allowing humans to use the site 

when we're trying to save the animals? The refuge is 

meant as a home for species all around Colorado, and if 

we let humans use trails and horses - -  well, we're 

causing a disturbance to the environment. We're 

promoting invasive weed dispersal. 

- And, also, I understand that throughout 
most of the alternatives, fire is going to be used as a 

mitigation to reduce invasive species. So, in effect, by 

letting humans use these trails and by constructing 

buildings, we're promoting invasive species, but then we 

are trying to use fire to reduce them. So I don't 

understand how those two come together. 

And, also, I do not want equestrian use of 

the refuge. If I were to go out to Rocky Flats, I would 

like a place where I don't have to step into horse 

manure. There are other parts of the front range or 

other parts closer to Boulder, Broomfield that allow 

horse use - -  equestrian use, sorry. So I think that 

Rocky Flats should be for us to enjoy if we are going to 
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be allowed that opportunity. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: LeRoy Moore and David 

Waddington. 

BY MR. LEROY MOORE: 

I'm LeRoy Moore with the Rocky Mountain 

Peace and Justice Center, a consultant with that 

organization. 

I would like to commend and resolve the 

Fish & Wildlife for a process that's being used in these 

meetings, that I think it's considerably improved over 

the last round when you did the scoping hearings. 

There are two organizations that - -  there 

are a number of them - -  but, actually two organizations 

that make studies of radiation exposure and make 

recommendations to U.S. government agencies. One of them 

is called the International Commission on Radiological 

Protection, headquartered in London. The other one is 

the National Council on Radiation Protection and 

Measurements. a U.S. organization located in Washington. 

I happen to be a member of two of that body's committees. 

Both of these organizations do all of 

their work regarding radiation standards - -  setting of 

radiation standards. They do all of their work on the 

premise that there is no such thing as a safe dose of 

radiation. Now, stated differently, what that means is 
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that any exposure can be harmful. 

And in the case of Rocky Flats, we're 

talking especially about plutonium. It is known - -  it's 

admitted by the government agencies itself, that the 

plutonium - -  tiny particles of plutonium were dusted over 

the whole of that site. Plutonium has a half-life of 

24,000 years; it will remain dangerous for a quarter of a 

million years. In the environment, it's a permanent 

danger. 

It is dangerous in very tiny amounts. Not 

dangerous if you don't get it inside your body, but if 

you yet it inside your body - -  a particle of plutonium, 

the smallest amount you can take in can cause cancer at 

some later time or some other health problems of a severe 

nature. 

So it's about this that we're particularly 

concerned at the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center. 

We think it's a mistake to subject people to this kind of 

exposure if it's not absolutely necessary. So the 

question that I put - -  I've raised this question before, 

I'll raise it again: Why take the risk of exposing 

people to plutonium on the Rocky Flats environment, 

people including children and other vulnerable members of 

the population? Why take the risk if it is not 

absolutely necessary? 
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I could point you to a fact sheet we have 

over here on the table (indicated) if you'd like to pick 

it up to yet a little yet more information on that. 

Thank you very much. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, LeRoy. David 

Waddington and Laura MacGillivray. 

BY MR. DAVID WADDINGTON: 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. I am 

David Waddington. First of all, I support your 

recommendation for A1ternative.B. as in baker. 

I noted in Section 2.0 - -  10, page 70, a 

desire to have a Cold War Museum and a combined visitor 

center. I note that only Alternative D, as in dog, 

supports this. I would certainly recommend that this be 

added to B, because I think it's a well-worth thing. I 

think it's a shame to have those buildings and not be 

able to use them. 

I understand there is a possible water 

problem, and I would recommend working with Arvada for 

planning to develop on 72 that they might be able to get 

water up to that location. 

Section 2.10, page 67 talking about 

transportation. I think you need to consider having 

underpasses to yo under 93 and Indiana. 

Mowing and fire. I definitely support it, 
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but I would ask that you time it so that birds and 

ground-living animals are past the young stage, birds are 

able to fly, before you do. 

Mineral rights. I understand that sand 

and dust from mining is damaging various lands in the 

wildlife refuge. I would recommend immediate action, any 

way possible to stop this from occurring and preserve the 

grasslands that we have. 

You have planned for one restroom in 

Alternative 8. I think with 16 miles of trails, people 

getting all around, you should plan for a restroom - -  at 

least of a port-a-potty type, to use a generic term - -  at 

each parking lot. And if you have entrances on the east 

side for trails coming in, I would recommend one at each 

of those. Thank you. 

Fences. I definitely support your 

barbed-wire fence. But I would consider that when 

highways have much more increased traffic, in particular, 

you provide underpasses for wildlife, that maybe you can 

get the highway construction to put in some better fences 

if necessary. I thank you for your time. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, David. Laura 

MacGillivray and Gary Brosz. 

BY MS. LAURA MACGILLIVRAY: 

Hi. My name is Laura MacGillivray. and 
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I'm a student at the University of Colorado at Boulder. 

And I know you don't want me to talk about this topic, 

but it is an integral part of my concerns about the Rocky 

Flats National Wildlife Refuge. 

I'm only asking for your open ears and 

respect, even if you decide to disregard what I have to 

say to you. I know you don't want to talk about it, but 

I feel that possible contamination of the soon-to-be 

wildlife refuge needs to be addressed. 

I believe that Alternative A is the best 

choice at this point. The cleanup of the area is 

currently under the supervision of the Department of 

Energy and the EPA. Therefore, the cleanup of the area 

is not your responsibility at this point. However, the 

Rocky Flats area outside of the Department of Energy's 

retained area will soon become your responsibility. 

The EPA is expected to have the area 

cleaned up and free from contamination before turning the 

area over to you. My concern is that the area will be 

handed over to the Fish & Wildlife Service and has not 

been thoroughly tested for contamination from radioactive 

materials emitted from the Rocky Flats plant. 

There have been thousands of tests for 

contamination within what would be the Department of 

Energy's retained area; however, contamination testing on 
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the refuge lands has been limited. 

My request is that Alternative A is chosen 

until sufficient testing of the refuge area has been 

completed to ensure the safety of the citizens and 

workers that would be stationed on the refuge area. 

Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Laura. Gary 

Brosz and Rick Warner. 

BY MR. GARY BROSZ: 

Hi. My name is Gary Brosz. I'm a city 

council member with Broomfield City and County. I'm also 

a member of RFCLOG, the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local 

Governments. And for those who don't know, that's an 

organization of area municipal governments that spend a 

great deal of time overseeing DOE and Kaiser-Hill during 

the cleanup operations and the planning for postclosure 

activities, which we call legacy management. 

I'm an engineer by trade. I'm a very 

data-based person, and I've seen issues many times in my 

career where there's the emotional side of the issue and 

there's the real, honest data side of the issue. And 

cutting through the emotion and finding the data is an 

important step in resolving any issue, especially an 

issue of a technical nature. 

Furthermore, I consider myself to be a 
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reasonably hardcore environmentalist. I am a 

card-carrying member of the Sierra Club, Greenpeace, the 

Union of Concerned Scientists. 

I have absolutely no interest in seeing 

Rocky Flats being left in a state that is unsafe after 

the DOE departs. It is the goal of RFCLOG to make sure 

that that doesn't happen. And I am - -  I have very high 

confidence that will be the case. 

There's been a great deal of concern 

through this public input process about potential 

contamination in the refuge area. I can assure you that 

a great deal of sampling, actually, has already occurred 

in the refuge area. We have maps that can show that, if 

anyone is interested in seeing those. 

Also, the planned sampling currently 

underway is very extensive throughout the entire refuge 

area. AS a consequence, that site, when it closes, will 

be certified safe; it will be verifiably safe. And it 

will be safe to levels that are typical any place else 

you might go on a hike o r  enjoy the open space in 

Colorado. 

Given that, I have worked with my city 

council to keep them up-to-date. And our city council 

over the years - -  ex-Council Member Stovall here has been 

working on this issue for about 20 years. We have a 
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great deal of information, and we have very high 

confidence that there is no public risk to open up the 

refuge. Consequently, we are very much in support of 

Option B. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Gary. If you 

wrote your comments down, you're welcome to leave them on 

the table so the stenographer and Fish h Wildlife Service 

have them. So Rick Warner and then Randy Olson. 

BY MR. RICK WARNER: 

Thank you. Thank you for having this 

meeting. I appreciate hearing all the members oE the 

public here. I think it's wonderful. I also understand 

that this happened because it's an Act of Congress and 

the Fish & Wildlife Service has beenmput in this 

position. 

I have about seven or eight years of 

experience with Fish & Wildlife. I was actually involved 

in a Superfund site at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal. I was 

a member of about three boards there and different 

groups. 

There are problems. Their job is not to 

clean up sites: their job is not public health. Their 

job is taking care of the wildlife refuge. 

Those sometimes come at odds. Oftentimes, 

they stand in the way of cleanup activities. They can 
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sometimes stand in the way of biological studies, and 

things of that nature. That aside, Rocky Flats is a very 

dangerous site; it has been a dangerous site; it will 

continue to be a dangerous site. In no way are the plans 

that are occurring right now going to clean it up. 

I can think back to days when there was a 

lot of promotion - -  public relations'promotion out at the 

Arsenal, when we knew that there was serious, dangerous 

activities occurring out there, and there would be 

pictures of young mothers and their young children 

digging out there, planting trees. We knew that this was 

not a safe site to be, because we were seriously involved 

in the details daily on that site out there. 

The Sierra Club, at that time, wrote to 

all the schools in the area to stop sending their kids 

there. I can tell you from tabling at universities, how 

many times I was told, Yes, we spent a good many school 

years - -  two or three - -  going and traveling to the Rocky 

Mountain Arsenal and nobody ever told us it was a 

Superfund site, nobody ever told us it was a toxic site. 

And I can tell you the Fish h Wildlife 

Service has told us many, many times that they would do 

this on every tour. I heard many times - -  in fact, I was 

on tours where it was not mentioned. 

So I can tell you that there are things at 
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odds here. For this reason, I would prefer Plan A: NO 

public - -  in fact, no public involvement out there. In 

fact, to some extent I have some reservations about some 

of the habitat.restoration. 

If you had a - -  if your family members get 

sick, seriously sick at a time and at a point in their 

lives that you wouldn't expect it, and you look back over 

their lives and you wonder, What could I have done 

differently to stop this? As I have recently had to do 

this in my life. 

You don't want irresponsible actions which 

many people have claimed over the years. This has 

plutonium, and it's all over that site. It is better to 

be on the side of caution, rather than on haste. Thank 

you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Rick. Randy 

Olson and Lori Cox. 

BY MR. RANDY OLSON: 

Hi. I'm Randy Olson. I live in Arvada 

and 1,m the system state coordinator for Wheel and 

Sportsman, which is a member of the National Wild Turkey 

Federation. We are 300 strong in Colorado's Wheel and 

Sportsman, and we're 6,000 members of the National Wild 

Turkey Federation. 

We partner with the Fish h Wildlife 
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Service on many areas nationally, 

organization of the National Wild Turkey Federation is 

500,000 strong. And the Wheel and Sportsman is over 

10,000 members. 

and our national 

We - -  I stand here tonight in support of 

Plan B on behalf of the state of Colorado National Wild 

Turkey Federation and the Colorado Wheel and Sportsman. 

We feel it's an ideal opportunity for the State to have a 

place where disabled hunters and youth can have the 

opportunity at some point, once the site is clean, to go 

and participate in an activity that they can't normally 

do. 

We work along with the Fish h Wildlife 

Service and the other refuges around the United States, 

which do allow hunting and fishing opportunities. And it 

goes on to this day and has been. And we are very proud 

of the association that we have with the Fish h Wildlife 

Service. 

We thank you for that opportunity. And 

we'd like to stay with Plan B and hope that you will open 

up, once the site is safe and it's deemed responsible to 

open that up, and we have the opportunity to come out and 

work with the youth and even maybe expand the program to 

work with the disabled and the youth out on that 

property. 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY h LA FERA 

303-329-8618 719-442-0352 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY h LA FERA 

719-442-0352 303-329-8618 



33 34 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

So we support the plan and stand behind 

you 100 percent. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Randy. Lori Cox and 

Hank Stovall. 

BY MS. LORI COX: 

Thank you. My name is Lori Cox and I 

serve with Council Member Rhodes on the City and County 

of Broomfield City Council. I also serve with him on the 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments. 

But I speak to you this evening, not so 

much in those official capacities, as a 30-year resident 

of Broomfield. I've lived here for a very long time and 

have seen Rocky Flats yo through a number of changes. 

Actually, Alternative B accomplishes what 

I had envisioned quite some time ago for the site. 

What's perhaps most attractive to me is the combination 

of uses. What we're doing is taking a very large piece 

of ground and allowing a huge range of uses for that 

ground. And as far as I'm concerned, that's the best of 

both those worlds: Biking and hiking, equestrian. I 

think those are all fabulous options. 

We very much appreciate the work that 

you've done on each alternative, but the City and County 

of Broomfield, the city council members, were concurrent 

in their belief that perhaps Alternative B would the best 
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multi-use option. 

We would encourage you to sort of sift 

through all of the political statements and the emotional 

debate and take to heart the fact that we believe that 

for the citizens of Broomfield, which is who we're 

responsible for, would prefer Alternative B. And thank 

you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Lori. Hank 

Stovall and Bob Nelson. 

BY MR. HANK STOVALL: 

Welcome, everyone, to Broomfield. What 

are you laughing about back there? I am a 33-year 

resident of Broomfield. I originally got interested in 

Rocky Flats when there was a beryllium spill in our 

reservoir back in 1973. 

When I was deciding what comments to make 

here tonight, I thought about vision, balance, safety, 

and an amenity that could serve the entire community. 

This will be a large, 4 to 5,000 acre - -  that would be an 

acre of wildlife preserve that will be available to the 

public, assuming that Option B passes. 

In terms of the history of the site, as 

some of you may know, it was originally proposed as open 

space. If it had been open space, the cleanup level 

would have been much lower. When it was designated as a 
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wildlife preserve and the affected person would be a 

wildlife worker, the cleanup level was required to be 

much tighter. 

There's been some discussion about cleanup 

levels and about risk and so forth. I would submit to 

you that the majority of the buffer area that's proposed . 

for Fish & Wildlife is no more contaminated than your 

backyard, which is at or about background, from worldwide 

testing of nuclear weapons. 

Local governments have worked together 

with the congressional delegation, Senator Allard, 

Congressman Udall. as well as Beauprez, Tancrado, and 

DeGette. And at the time when that proposed - -  a 

wildlife reserve was proposed and the legislation was in 

Congress, the community was in a 100 percent consensus as 

far as I heard. 

At the local government level - -  

particularly in the communities of Broomfield, 

Westminster, and others - -  have technical staff that 

follow every day of the week what goes on at Rocky Flats. 

We work collaboratively with the Governor's office, with 

the Department of Health and the EPA and with W E .  And 

on occasion, some consultation with the subcontractor. 

In summary, I support Option B. It 

provides access for the public to the site. It is a 
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balanced plan. It proposes a moderate annual cost, and 

it also proposes a moderate number of local - -  of FTEs. 
With that said, our preference is Option 

8. I'd like to thank Fish & Wildlife for your 

collaboration and your outstanding process for getting 

the public involved. This is a great crowd and a lot of 

good input. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Hank. Bob Nelson 

and Shirley Garcia. 

BY MR. BOB NELSON: 

Good evening. I'm Bob Nelson. I'm mayor 

pro tem for the City of Golden, and I'm here to say I 

think we all support Option B very much - -  or Alternative 

B, because I think the site belongs to the people, the 

people of Colorado. And it's a beautiful place, kind of 

barren sometimes and windy sometimes, but it has species 

of animals and grasses and shrubs that aren't found any 

other places readily; and it would be a beautiful place 

just to be able to go out and walk. 

I have visited other wildlife areas in 

several states: California, Hawaii, Washington State, 

Colorado, Missouri, and they're all beautiful. They're 

all just really nice places to go walking. 

Mr. Moore states that if you get a 

plutonium particle inside your body, you're probably 
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going to yet in trouble. This is true. But if there is 

plutonium out there - -  and there probably is some 

plutonium still on the site - -  to the best of my 
knowledge, plutonium doesn't jump up and attack you. If 

it's laying on the ground, it's going to be there. It's 

a heavy element, so it's not going to be - -  you know, apt 

to be moving around a lot. 

I am board member, as is LeRoy Moore, of a 

group of people called the Rocky Flats Cold War Museum. 

We are trying to establish a cold war museum at the site, 

and we hope we will be able to work in conjunction with 

the Wildlife Service to yet this done. It will probably 

be in buildings 60 and 61, which are the west-most 

buildings that are not on the closure site. 

I worked at Rocky Flats for three years 

four years ago, and I was part of the beryllium testing 

process, because I was exposed to beryllium. So far 

nothing has happened, not had a problem with it. And I'm 

not worried about it. If I do die - -  I'm going to do 

that anyhow, there's no question about that. 

So I strongly support Alternative B and 

think it would be just a great thing for the people of 

Colorado. Thank you. 

MS.  ERIKSON: Thanks, Bob. Shirley Garcia 

and Kevin Standbridge. 
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BY MS. SHIRLEY GARCIA: 

Good evening. My name is Shirley Garcia, 

and I'm a staff member for the City and County of 

Broomfield. I am also a resident of Westminster; I've 

lived there for 26 years. I'm also an ex-worker of Rocky 

Flats. I worked there from 1982 to 1997. So I can bring 

balance, I feel, to both sides of the story tonight. 

I'm not here to speak, basically, f o r  

Broomfield at this point in time. I'm basically giving 

you my personal opinions, plus my technical opinion, 

because that's what I do full time. I review data on a 

daily basis dealing with characterization out at the site 

and closure and legacy management issues. 

I'd like to thank the Service especially 

tonight for working with us, especially working with the 

City and County of Broomfield and dealing with our issues 

and addressing our concerns. I'd like to thank you for 

working with us towards a vision for all of the 

corrmunities, that we would have as a community that has 

one vision in common for our ecological benefits, and 

also to work with us for our vision for the City and 

County of Broomfield, working with trails and 

connections. 

Our goal for the CCP is the same as yours, 

and that's to provide an approach for conservation and 
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biological diversity at Rocky Flats. We also want to 

have an appropriate safe use of activities at Rocky 

Flats. In dealing with data, I can assure you that 

there's more than sufficient data currently that I've 

seen, and future data that they're working on that will 

ensure your safety. 

And, again, you have an opportunity to 

make that decision if you want to go out to Rocky Flats 

or not. 

So I therefore support Alternative E with 

some minor modifications. You will be receiving a letter 

from the City and County of Broomfield, so you will be 

expecting that. You know what my letters are like, 

anyway, 

Let me be the first to volunteer to work 

with you - -  with the Service to foster recreational. 

educational, interpretive opportunities for the 

communities. As far as I'm concerned, education is very 

important to continue legacy management out there. It 

serves as a stewardship tool to actually maintain the 

institutional memory of what's out there as far as 

residual contamination. 

We also ask DOE and the RFCA parties to 

work with us to identify the mechanism to control access 

to DOE-controlled land, because that's a major concern of 
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mine. It's hard for us to identify activities if we're 

not sure what the controls are and who will be actually 

overseeing controls to ensure that public access is not 

allowed to the industrial area. 

But once again, I'd like to thank the 

Service for their support and willingness to discuss and 

address our concerns. And we ask that you continue to 

keep us involved with the development of your stepdown 

documents and final trail development along the northern 

side of the Great Western Reservoir. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Shirley. Kevin 

Standbridge and Lauren Lawson. 

BY MR. KEVIN STANDBRIDGE: 

My name is Kevin Standbridge. I'm the 

assistant city and county manager with Broomfield, and 

I'd like to speak as a custodian and actually owner of 

adjacent properties to the east. The City and County of 

Broomfield is in the midst of a planning process for an 

open space and trails master plan. We have, after 

careful analysis, decided that it is appropriate to put a 

trail across the Great Western Open Space immediately 

east of this site. That trail is intended to tie in to a 

future trail across the Rocky Flats preserve. 

With that, we wholeheartedly support 

Alternative B, and just through our own actions have 
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fully demonstrated that we think it's a safe and 

worthwhile decision. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Kevin. Lauren 

Lawson and Andrew Bennett. 

BY MS. LAUREN LAWSON: 

Hi. My name is Lauren Lawson. I'm 

currently a junior at the University of Colorado, 

majoring in biology and geography. So I come to you in 

response, actually, to build upon one of the questions 

that was already posed: If it is a refuge, why are we 

letting it be used for humans, because of the fact that 

habitat fragmentation does affect the landscape and it 

does cause disturbances in the form of trails? 

There have been numerous studies that I've 

read done in the last couple of years about the effect of 

corridors on habitat fragmentation and how species do not 

favor crossing corridors, and then that limits their 

ability to reproduce and live healthy lives. So I do 

support Option A for that respect. That's all. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Lauren. Andrew 

Bennett and Tricia Class. 

BY MR. ANDREW BENNETT: 

Hi. My name is Andrew Bennett, and I'm 

from Boulder, Colorado. First of all, I'd like to thank 

the Fish & Wildlife Service for allowing this process to 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

go on. This is a really great process. I've been to 

some meetings where you just fill out the little card and 

turn it in, and that's not so personal. And I really 

thank the Fish & Wildlife Service for working this out, 

and I think it's a more personal and publicly involving 

process. 

First of all, I believe that the cold war 

museum is definitely a good idea. I feel like it's a 

beautiful part of this transition of our nation into a 

nonnuclear nation and more of a peaceful nation. 

I also feel that - -  that it is commendable 

that the National Wildlife Refuge is being formed in the 

first place as a refuge for animals and biodiversity, and 

it's also a way to keep some of the encroaching 

communities and trails away from the industrial area, 

which is definitely not clean yet. 

Moving on from that, I feel that the grass 

burning on the refuge area is an area of some concern. I 

feel that there is possibility and potentially some 

contarnination still in the buffer zone area. And I feel 

that the grass burning can pose a risk to public health 

and safety in the area surrounding the site due to the 

large amount of smoke that's put out by grass burning, 

and also the fact that plants definitely can take up 

plutonium and radionuclides from the soil into their 
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tissues and distribute them to their aerial tissues. 

I have a report and a study by the 

Environmental Protection Agency - -  and I will hand it off 

to you guys - -  that details how plutonium is taken up by 

plants. It's not a field study; it was done in a 

laboratory, but it was done with several different kinds 

of soil that - -  I think one of them is comparable to the 

soil that is on the site. 

I also feel that the Fish L Wildlife 

Service should be completely sure that their burning is 

under control at all times, because if that burning is 

allowed to encroach upon the industrial area, there could 

be a massive amount of contamination that is potentially 

released. 

Moving on from that, I feel like the Fish 

& Wildlife Service and the Department of Energy should 

really work out a very workable plan to keep people, 

animals, and their dogs - -  people and their dogs, 

animals, from the industrial area. If this means a fence 

with some signs, I think we need to do it, because people 

don't know what's going on in the industrial area. If 

they are from out-of-state and they're not familiar with 

the area, I feel like we really need to make sure that 

that happens. 

So I ask Fish & Wildlife Service exactly 
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what's going to be done, because I have read in the EIS 

that a seamless boundary is what is needed and what is 

desired, Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you, Andrew. Tricia 

and then Kristin Pritz. 

BY MS. TRICIA CLASS: 

Hi. My name is Tricia Class. I'm a 

senior at the University of Colorado, and I am very much 

in favor of Option A .  If not A, then C. 

I would like to go for A because I have 

been doing a lot of research and everything on the 

situation, and I feel that we all know that there is 

contamination in the buffer zone. The limit on 

contamination is up to 50 picocuries per 3 feet of 

soil - -  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Per gram. 

MS. CLASS: Yes. So anywhere from the top 

level to 3 feet of soil, you can have 50 picocuries of 

contamination within that site. 

There have been studies done with pocket 

gophers, and there's also prairie dogs who live on the 

site that burrow deeper than 3 feet. Underneath 3 feet 

to 7 feet, they're allowing 7 nanocuries, which is a 

thousand times more than the 50 picocuries. So if you 

have this thousand times more contamination from 3 to 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY L LA FERA 

303-329-8618 719-442-0352 



45 46 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

7 feet and you have these animals burrowing deeper than 

this, they actually bring up their soil from their 

burrows. 

Pocket gophers - -  there's been a study 

done by Hankinson that shows that there was - -  the pocket 

gophers displaced over 20 metric tonnes of soil per acre 

per year. And s o  this means that a lot of the 

contamination below the 3 to 7 feet - -  that prairie dogs 

that burrow deeper than 7 feet can bring up this 

contamination. 

And I just want to ask the Fish L 

Wildlife, I understand that it's out of your scope for 

the contamination, but I want to know who is liable for 

any contamination that might happen after it's been 

passed over to the Fish L Wildlife. 

There's other studies been done with 

winds, and the USGS has done studies about landslides. 

Landslides have been known to displace soil and bring up 

the deeper soils. And so I wanted to know just who's 

going to be in charge of taking care of that and making 

sure that it's safe for the humans to Come on? 

Because no matter how much contamination 

is left, it's still going to be radioactive. Plutonium 

has a half-life of 2,400 years. That m@ans that 

plutonium is there .  Even though i t  might be a minuscule 
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amount, it's still going to be radioactive for 24,000 

years. That is way beyond the scope of this project. 

And I just want to know what's going to happen later on 

with that. 

So just to wrap up, basically, you know, 

an ounce of prevention is worth of pound of cure. It's 

something my father has been telling me for my entire 

life. Just make sure that you know that this site is 

completely safe for people. The site has not been 

completely characterized, you don't know where all the 

contamination is. 

I just want to make sure that - -  I mean, 
I'm a runner. I will - -  personally, I will never yo out 

on the site. Inhalation of plutonium is the most deadly 

way of getting sick from this contamination, so I'd just 

likc people to know that. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Tricia. Kristin 

Pritz is the final one. Kristin? 

BY MS. KRISTIN PRITZ: 

Hello. I'm Kristin Pritz, director of 

open space and trails for the City and County of 

Broomfield. We've been working for quite a long time to 

develop this plan with other communities and with the 

U.S. Fish L Wildlife Service and their consultant team. 

A lot of work has gone into figuring out 
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where appropriate locations are for trails and other 

improvements on the site, where we need to really locate 

these trails and so on, so that we're respecting the 

wildlife on this site and the other ecological aspects of 

the site. 

So tonight's meeting, as I understand it, 

is really to focus on the plans that are being presented 

tonight and to discuss what plans for the wildlife refuge 

most represents what we want. 

And I think that Plan B, Alternative 8, 

really represents that emphasis on wildlife. That this 

is a wildlife refuge, and that's extremely important to 

the whole purpose of the site, and it allows for public 

access in a manner that does not take away from that 

important purpose. And for that reason I recornend 

Alternative B. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thanks, Kristin. Okay, 

Mike? 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Obviously, there's 

time - -  if anyone is now interested in having three 

minutes to make a comment, we'd like to have you come to 

the microphone. If you would say your name when you yet 

to the microphone, that would be great. 

BY MS. MARC1 BOURGERY: 

My name is Marci Bourgery. I'm a resident 
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of Broomfield as well as a student at the University of 

Colorado. I, too, am in favor of Alternative A. 

I do not feel like we have been given the 

honesty that we deserve, and I'm afraid that I cannot 

trust the - -  I cannot trust the fact that the area will 

be safe. A wildlife refuge is just that, it's for 

wildlife. It is not for humans to come and interfere 

with what they need - -  the wildlife needs to do out 

there. 

Again, Alternative A - -  I see no harm in a 
wildlife refuge, but I don't see where humans need to go 

there. There's a lot of open space here in Colorado, and 

that area has not been determined to be 100 percent safe. 

And, again, I don't feel humans need to interfere with 

the wildlife. Thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: Anyone else? 

BY MR. DOUG GRINBERGS: 

Doug Grinbergs from Louisville. I guess 

my feeling is that if I trusted the Department of Energy, 

what they've done for the last several decades - -  if I 
trusted companies like DOW and EPLG and Kaiser, whatever 

their name is, and any other corporate interests that 

were involved in the maintenance of that facility - -  if I 

trusted all of those entities, I might think it would be 

great for us to go out there and have an open space 
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experience, ride our bikes, go ride horses, et cetera. 

I don't have great trust in all of these 

people, in the legacy and the history. I think they have 

done a lot of environmental damage, caused a lot of 

destruction. They've hurt a lot of people, they've 

injured people - -  you know, they've hurt people, they've 

caused health problems. And so, if I felt very safe and 

secure about all of those people and what they've done in 

many decades, I could support an open space experience. 

I'm a hiker and a backpacker and a runner 

and a bicyclist, but I don't trust the government. And 

this is not directed towards the people in this room. I 

don't trust the people in Washington that are taking 

scientific data from our government scientists and 

they're massaging it to suit their purposes. 

I don't trust the decisions that are being 

made. 

about what's happening here, I have to inject my 

suspicions about the people in Washington, that they're 

not as concerned about our health, our safety, our 

well-being. 

So even\if people in this room feel comfortable 

So I'm here to lobby for Alternative A, I 

guess. Thank you. 

MS. ERIKSON: Thank you. 

BY MS. NORELL LEUNG: 
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Hi. My name is Norell Leung. I am a 

student at CU Boulder. I would like to argue in support 

of Alternative A. With the point of - -  I heard about, 

like, the Rocky Flats being a seamless refuge, meaning 

that signs cautioning the general public will not be 

used. And I wanted to refute that it just goes to show 

that if you argue that it might create a scare, then that 

shows that there is a reason for people to be 

apprehensive about the use of this site. And so I 

support Alternative A .  Thank you. 

MR. HUGHES: Ready for questions? One 

more speaker? Okay. 

BY MS. ELIZABETH ASNICER: 

Hi. My name is Elizabeth Asnicer. And I 

was looking back at the history of Rocky Flats, and I 

remember that in 1989, the FBI raided it. And they 

convened - -  a special grand jury was convened to 

investigate the environmental crimes. 

And in this last March, Judge Richard 

Matsch ruled that the grand jury was prohibited from 

talking publicly about what they found. So we really 

don't know what was found because there was a plea 

bargain. And there was an $18 1/2 million fine levied 

against, as I understand it, Rockwell - -  it possibly was 

Kaiser-Hill - -  but there definitely was a plea bargain 
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there. 

So the public never heard exactly what was 

out there or where it was. And at the last meet'ing I 

heard that there was going to be some kind of a grid, I 

believe a certain number of little samples taken, and I 

remember - -  could you tell me what that grid was, again? 

MR. HUGHES: I'll get the question. 

MS. ASNICER: Yeah. Would you? Because I 

think it was several acres. And then you have little 

tiny places, and, you know, the wind blows out there. If 

you've got a trail, the trail gets worn, the dust blows 

and the prairie dogs come. 

I've got nephews in Golden, and they - -  

they used to burn - -  they incinerated stuff out there. 

There was an incinerator. We protested that, I remember 

that. 

So I have great concerns, because people 

want to make it a beautiful place. We want to forget 

what happened out there; but the plutonium is there, and 

we can't gauge just where. And if you go out and run out 

there and breathe in plutonium - -  well, who knows? 

MR. HUGHES: Anyone else? 

(No response. 1 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Our approach to the 

next few minutes is, I'm going to ask Dean Rundle to take 
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the microphone. He's going to say a few words before we 

open it to questions and answers. I'd like to start with 

the questions we have; and then, if there are more 

questions, we can take those also. 

MR. RUNDLE: Thank you, Mike. I guess I 

have to use this (indicated), but that's okay. 

First, I want to thank all of you for 

coming out tonight to provide your thoughts and testimony 

and input into this very important planning process here 

we're going through. It's been very gratifying. This is 

our fourth meeting and final public meeting. All of them 

have been have very well attended, and we appreciate very 

much the thoughtful input that we're getting from many 

people. 

I know that there are people here tonight 

and people who are out in the community who are 

frustrated about the scope of the planning process - -  

input to us that we should be talking more in the Draft 

Plan and the Draft CCP about contamination and cleanup. 

There's a very clear reason that that's 

not appropriate and why we're not doing that, and that's 

because the U . S .  Fish & Wildlife Services is not a 

decision-maker in the cleanup process. Rocky Flats' 

cleanup is the responsibility of the Department of Energy 

and with oversight by the other signatories of the Rocky 
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Flats' cleanup agreement with the Environmental 

Protection Agency and the State of Colorado Department of 

Public Health and Environment. 

The Refuge Act, which establishes the 

National Wildlife Refuge, makes very clear that cleanup 

issues trump any refuge issues. And, I think as Mike - -  

and I'd like to emphasize what Mike Hughes said in the 

beginning, is that we are preparing this Draft Plan and 

proceeding with this process in the context of a site 

that is certified by the State of Colorado and the EPA to 

be safe for the intended future uses as a national 

wildlife refuge. 

We are in a different situation than we 

typically find ourselves here, and that is because it's 

very unusual for the Fish & Wildlife Service to be doing 

a refuge comprehensive plan before we acquire the 

property. 

Typically, if we're going out to use what 

might be called bird resource money or landlwater money 

to buy a private property for wildlife, we do a process 

to see if there should be a refuge there. There's 

contaminant surveys to see if there's any old dumps from 

farms and ranches and things like that, and then we buy 

the land, and then we get into this planning process. 

In this case, Congress has required us to 

BOVERIE JACKSON BUSBY & LA FERA 

303-329-8618 719-442-0352 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

complete this plan by December of 2004. We had three 

years from the date that the law was signed. And because 

of the way the Rocky Flats cleanup agreement is working, 

that means that we're preparing this plan in an 

environment where all the cleanup decisions have not yet 

been finalized. 

So, that said, we're planning in the 

context that we will get to certification, that it will 

be certified clean for the intended future uses of the 

site. If - -  and there is additional sampling that's 

going on, and there's a question that we'll address about 

sufficient soil sampling. 

The Fish & Wildlife Service - -  we have 

tissue samples from 26 deer that were taken on the site 

last year to test for chronic wasting disease. Those 

tissue samples are going to be analyzed for radionuclide 

contamination, and if we get data back that indicates 

that the deer are contaminated, obviously, that may - -  
will have an impact on some of our proposals. 

So cleanup trumps refuge. And you should 

be 91-d that we're not in charge of cleanup, because 

cleaning up sites like this is not the core business of 

the Fish & Wildlife Service. The DOE and State and EPA 

are much more competent and have a lot more expertise in 

those areas. 
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There are appropriate and other venues for 

you to engage those decision-makers about cleanup. The 

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments was mentioned. 

All of you - -  I think most of you who spoke tonight are 

residents of jurisdictions that are represented on that 

board. I encourage you to talk to your local elected 

officials. I can you assure that RFCLOG is very 

effective and respected by the RFCA parties. 

The Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board 

meets the first Thursday of every month, 

wonderful to see this many people attending those 

meetings and learning about cleanup from DOE, EPA, and 

the State. So there are other venues out there. 

and it would be 

With that said, I'd to ask Joe Legare to 

come up for a minute - -  Joe? This isn't a DOE meeting, 

this is a Fish & Wildlife meeting, but I know a lot of 

you are concerned about what DOE'S doing; and, Joe, if 

you can make an announcement for them. 

MR. LEGARE: Hi. I'm Joe Legare. I've 

been the environmental manager for DOE of Rocky Flats for 

the past eight years, very involved in the implementation 

of the cleanup agreement and working with the regulators 

and the community in the development of the cleanup 

levels. 

Some comments that come out - -  written 
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comments, and then in this forum, and then last summer 

when they had the initial meetings - -  a lot of questions 
about the cleanup versus the management of the refuge. 

And Dean had mentioned some forums where we talk about 

cleanup issues, and I would agree with Dean saying if you 

can get out and attend those meetings. 

At this point, however, many of those 

meetings deal with detailed specific issues about 

specific spots: A landfill or ground water or something. 

And those are good, go to those. 

But something else that occurred to us 

that we thought would be useful to try and be responsive 

to what's been heard in this forum and the other ones in 

the other cities, was to have a session specifically to 

talk about the interaction between the Fish & Wildlife 

Service; the DOE; the contractor, Kaiser-Hill; and the 

Scate Health Department; and the EPA. 

That's going to be right across the street 

at Broomfield City Hall on April 14th - -  there will be 

other announcements that come out from - -  from six to 
eight in the evening, and I encourage you to attend that. 

The specific agenda and format and so on 

to be worked out, but it*s a great opportunity to talk 

about: Was there dumping at the site? You bet there 

was. There was quite a bit, and that's what we've been 
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working on for the past 11 years. HOW do you know what 

you know? How much characterization have you done? What 

is the site going to look like in the next couple of 

years? When we have a certification from the EPA that 

it's ready to transition to the refuge, in terms of: 

What are you leaving behind the subsurface? Is the 

surface really safe? Is this conservative, or is this 

kind of the low-budget cleanup? And what kind of models 

did you use? Those types of things. 

Happy to talk about all of those things to 

help, perhaps, increase understanding. And in some 

cases. they'll just - -  there will just be disagreement on 

certain points, and that's okay. This meeting and ones 

like it is evidence that you can disagree, but it's nice 

to hear your opinions. 

S o  that meeting will be April 14th. as I 

mentioned. There are other public forums, as well, that 

are available to talk about cleanup issues; and also 

there's contact information. If you haven't been 

involved in these forums and you do want to communicate 

more with the site, we can get you that information as 

well. 

But I suspect if you just - -  if you just 

put in "Rocky Flats" on a search, you'll get all the - -  

you'll get the Peace Center website, our website, the 
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Coalition of Local Governments, and so on. And there 

will be contact information in there for you. Thank you. 

MR. RUNDLE: Thanks a lot, Joe. I 

appreciate that, and I hope a lot of folks will come. I 

think that will be a real helpful, good meeting for all 

of US on April 14th. 

Before Mike will start taking questions 

from the audience, we recorded several that were made 

during testimony, and I'll try and address those the best 

I can. 
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First one: Why are no dogs in any of the 

alternatives? We look at this - -  it is a national 

wildlife refuge. It's not a local community open space, 

it's not a city park, it's not a national park. Wildlife 

does come first. 

We also - -  as we talked with people in 

local governments as we began this plan and the scope, 

and we said, We want to complement the adjoining open 

spaces, because one of the real qualities of Rocky Flats 

is that although it's a relatively small site, there is 

good connectivity to very large chunks of public land 

through Boulder and Jeffco, Broomfield, Westminster open 

space, all the way into the Roosevelt National- Forest. 

And all of those land units don't need to provide the 

same thing. 

So we looked around and - -  is there access 

for people who want to walk and walk with their dog? And 

the answer is yes. Dogs are allowed on leash on most of 

the Boulder open space trails, Westminster has a 

free-run dog park just a mile east. So there's not a 

lack of opportunity for that. 

We looked - -  leash laws are - -  I think, in 

my experience. in management of refuges all over the 

country, is a difficult enforcement issue. Many people 

have dogs that are well behaved and stay at heel all the 
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time. My personal experience on open space is that there 

is a high rate of violation and a low - -  compliance rate 

on the leash law on most open spaces is maybe, I don't 

know, 5 0  percent, 40 percent. 

We have a federally listed native small 

mammal, the Preble's meadow jumping mouse, on this site; 

and we feel that we need to maximize protection for those 

threatened species. 

Dogs have a potential - -  studies done on 

Boulder open space - -  to cause greater disturbance than 

pedestrians alone or equestrians alone to some species of 

wildlife, and it is true that some wildlife reacts more 

to people than they do to dogs. 

But, for all these reasons: Difficulty 

with enforcement, the waste from dogs that some people 

don't like on trails, the fact that dogs are allowed and 

there's plenty of places to take your dog outside, we 

feel that it's not an appropriate use on the National 

Wildlife Refuge. 

Why is the refuge - -  the next issue, yeah. 

There's a couple of questions about: What does refuge 

mean? And it's true that if you looked in the Webster's 

dictionary. you will find some of the words specific for 

it: Sanctuary, things like that. However, national 

wildlife refuges are not defined by Mr. Webster or Funk & 
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Wagnel. They are defined by the National Wildlife Refuge 

System Improvement Act of 1997. 

We are not a multiple-use land management 

agency, such as perhaps the BLM, managing public domain; 

or the U.S. Forest Service. They have organic laws in 

Congress that say, all various uses are given equal 

consideration. We are a primary-use land system; 

wildlife does come first. 

What Congress also said in that 

statute - -  they recognize that the American people pay 

for these places. The taxpayer funds the operation and 

maintenance of these sites. And that wildlife-dependent 

recreation - -  going way back into the second decade of 

the refuge system in the 1920s. there have been 

wildlife-dependent uses such as bird-watching, hunting 

and fishing, that have become traditional uses. And 

Congress wanted to preserve those in this system when 

they're compatible with the wildlife purposes. 

And the purposes are found in the statute: 

The preservation and management of eco systems; the 

protection of endangered species; biodiversity; and, in 

the case of the Flats, compatible scientific research. 

Our job is to look at the proposed uses and determine if 

any of them will materially detract from achieving those 

purposes. 
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We believe that the uses proposed do not 

materially detract. That's a professional judgment that 

I make with your input. 

determinations in the Draft Plan, and you are certainly 

welcome to comment on those as well as the EIS and the 

CCP . 

There are draft compatibility 

It does not mean that no disturbance at 

all can be allowed. There will be some disturbance, we 

acknowledge that. The question that we have to answer 

is: Is that disturbance biologically significant? Does 

it interfere materially and significantly with important 

ecological functions such as reproduction, migration, 

foraging and things like that? 

So that's the best answer I can give on 

that. 

Why take a risk to human health when the 

risk is unnecessary? Kind of a cleanup question, but we 

think that there's - -  there's no recreational uses that 

are without risk. 

The cleanup area is designed to be 

protective of a refuge worker, and it's a very safe and 

effective cleanup that's being planned. NEPA - -  or, 

excuse me, the Superfund law requires cleanup to at least 

a 10 to the minus 4 .  or a 1 in 10,000 risk of cancer 

above background. The cleanup of Rocky Flats is an order 
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of magnitude better than that. 

There have been statements about 

widespread contamination that's dangerous across the 

entire site. We have seen no credible scientific 

evidence that, within the land planned to be transferred 

to the National Wildlife Refuge, that there are dangerous 

levels that would create an unacceptable risk. Everybody 

has to judge - -  as I've said before, everybody has to 

judge that by themselves, what's acceptable for them. 

But that's what the risk is out there now. 

The final calculations aren't made - -  but we're talking 1 

in a 100,000 or 1 in 300,000 for a person like me who 

would work there and be in contact with soil and 

vegetation a thousand hours a year for 15 to 20 years; 

much lower for a visitor who might walk on trails several 

weekends a year for a few hours at a time. 

The area that is proposed to be 

transferred to the Fish & Wildlife Service - -  the 

characterization that's been done so far, there are - -  

levels of plutonium in surface soils are all 5 or less 

picocuries per gram. This line (indicated) - -  DOE has to 

retain lands for management of the remedy. I'm told that 

this line right here (indicated) is about 7 picocuries 

per gram line. And that's in the surface soil. All 

those heavier concentrations that were mentioned will be 
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6 4  

found in the industrial area in the subsurface, with the 

DOE. 

Anyway, most of this that's known right 

now is less than 1 picocurie per gram. There is 

additional characterization going on. Although there 

have been tens of thousands of samples taken, there are 

some areas of the buffer zone that are not as well 

characterized. And I think there was a question on that. 

Mark, do you want to - -  just so I don't get the numbers 

wrong. What are we doing right now? 

MR. SATTELBERG: What is being planned 

right now is there's a grid system that's being overlaid 

the entire site, 30 acres. Within those 3 0  acres, there 

will be five subsamples that are composited into one 

sample. 

In addition to that, if there's areas of 

concern, there is the ability to yo back and do some 

targeted sampling. If we find something out there that 

maybe looks a little unusual, we do have that ability. 

But, essentially, we're going to be adding to the system 

about 115 additional soil samples in the buffer zone. 

And that's added to probably a couple of thousand that's 

already out there. 

MR. RUNDLE: So I think that answered - -  

MS. ERIKSON: Are you going to separate 
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the refuge area from the - -  

MR. RUNDLE: Oh, yeah. We do use words in 

the Draft that we would desire to have a seamless refuge. 

And what we mean by that is a boundary between the 

retained lands and the National Wildlife Refuge that, if 

it's safe, and we think it will be, will not preclude the 

movement of wildlife across the entire site, and will not 

unnecessarily detract from the aesthetic values of the 

site. 

One of the qualities that Congress noted 

in its findings were the visual viewshed values of Rocky 

Flats. So we don't want to detract from that if it's 

unnecessary. 

We don't think - -  that decision, again, 

will be made as part of the final decision by the RFCA 

parties in terms of institutional controls and long-term 

stewardship. We'll provide input to them; I encourage 

you to do the same thing. 

I think that our input, at this point, 

will be that we want that matter to be clearly and as 

permanently marked as possible. As many people have 

said, there will be subsurface contamination left. I'm 

very confident that when the closure is done, all those 

pathways will have - -  you know, below 3 feet 

contamination will be cut off. And it will not present a 
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risk to the users at the surface. 

But we want to make sure that nobody 

forgets where that line is and what was left there in the 

long term. So we want it to be clearly marked, then 

maybe some type of signs or obelisks, something that's 

visible, both to our workers - -  so that we don't have 

somebody inherently stray into that. So that we know 

that if there are prairie dog colonies that need to 

expand in that direction, that they have the opportunity 

to take some kind of management action to help protect 

that retained area from the prairie dog invasion. 

And people need to know that, if they do 

decide to violate the laws and trespass where they are 

not allowed to, that they have appropriate notice that 

what they're doing is illegal. 

So we do need to have that marked and 

posted. We don't need - -  there's nothing there, but we 

don't think it's necessary to put up a barrier to 

wildlife movement. 

MS. ERIKSON: Liability? 

MR. RUNDLE: Liability. One thing that 

the communities - -  I believe one reason that the 

communities supported the Refuge Act was it requires 

perpetual federal ownership of the site. So the U.S. 

government is the responsible party here. The Department 
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of Energy is the responsible - -  agency responsible for 

the cleanup and the long-term maintenance and stewardship 

of the residual contamination to ensure the long-term 

protectiveness of the revenue. 

If somebody comes out and goes on one of 

our trails and trips and falls and breaks their leg, then 

they can blame Fish & Wildlife Service for that, and 

there is a tort process to go through. We have an 

obligation not to create particularly hazardous 

situations or create attractive nuisances with the 

appropriate use of facilities. 

There are hazards involved in wildlife 

recreation, and, I think, some of the uses that people 

propose; such as, equestrian use and bicycle riding. My 

son's a mountain biker and a snow boarder, and I'm sure 

those are more hazardous than walking into the buffer 

zone of Rocky Flats. So the U.S. government will be 

responsible for that. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. We have some time for 

more questions if you have them. Again, we ask that you 

not add to the three minutes you already got by making 

your comments. If you ask a question, we'll give it to 

Dean. 

All the way back there? 

QUESTION: In regards to when this plan is 
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completed, if Plan B should be the final plan, there's 

been some comment that has been made that - -  about the 

hunting part of it. If that is not included in Plan B 

and addressed at the time that this final incident comes 

to fruition, would that issue be addressed - -  or could it 

be addressed without major - -  a congressional act to 

allow hunting on the refuge? 

MR. RUNDLE: Okay. 

QUESTION: Does that make sense? 

MR. RUNDLE: I understand what you're 

saying. Well, first, let me say that Alternative B is 

the proposed course of action, the proposed alternative. 

It has not been decided that that will be the final 

decision. I honestly - -  based on the volume and the 

quality of the public input we have received, I would be 

surprised if the final decision is any of those 

alternatives exactly as presented. 

That's the purpose for bringing the draft 

out, and I'm confident there will be some changes. The 

final decision belongs to the regional director of the 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. The planning team will 

take all of your input, we will make changes that we 

think are appropriate to make in response to what we've 

heard, and we will recommend to the regional director a 

recommended decision. He may ask for some changes in 
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what we recommend, but there will be a decision made. 

Now, I believe your question is: If a 

final decision does not include a public hunting program, 

how hard will that be to overcome? It would not require 

an Act of Congress. It would require the regional 

director to amend the record of decision. And, although 

that would be possible before the CCP expires, this is a 

15-year plan, we are required to come back to the public 

to review what's happened after 15 years. I think it 

would, frankly, be unlikely that following such a large 

process, if the decision was made not to do that, that a 

simple request by a group of individuals to reopen the 

ROD, I think is unlikely; it's not impossible. 

MR. HUGHES: We've got a question in front 

here. 

QUESTION: Yes. I'm wondering about the 

use of - -  multiple use of trails and so forth. Many 

people perceive that as being dirt bikes and snowmobiles 

and ATVs - -  which, I presume, this is actually 

nonmotorized? 

MR. RUNDLE: That is correct. 

QUESTION: It isn't specified. 

MR. RUNDLE: Okay. Well, perhaps we need 

to make that clearer. I used the words "multi-use trail" 

when we did the draft compatibility determination. And, 
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really, the internal issue might exist to allow anything 

other than pedestrian. And the uses proposed here - -  we 

don't view the equestrian use and the bicycle access as 

recreational bicycling or horseback riding. We're 

viewing those as modes of transportation for people to 

engage in wildlife-dependent things, like wildlife 

observation, interpretation of photography. 

Now, we're not going to arrest people and 

write tickets if they ride their bike or jcg through the 

refuge. And we're not going to stop them and say, Did 

you look at a bird, 'cause if you didn't look at a bird, 

we're going to pinch you. That's not what this is about. 

And we know that in an urban area, people 

are going to - -  if the decision is made to have access to 
trails, that people are going to use those trails for 

hiking, and they're not going to pay attention to the 

wildlife. 

But those are valid modes of 

transportation for people to get from point A to point B, 

to engage in photography, or to get from one interpretive 

site to the other, to get to the place where we interpret 

the history of the Rocky Flats plant or the Lindsay 

Ranch. And so those are modes of transportation. 

No off-road - -  off-road motorized traffic 

on national wildlife refuges is prohibited throughout the 
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system. I've written more tickets for people driving 

cars and snowmobiles and stuff off-road than any other 

thing in the hundreds of citations I've written in my 

career. 

So we enforce that pretty aggressively. 

You won't see anything in here that's - -  we've had 

requests for model airplane flying. That's not 

wildlife-dependent. It's not going to be compatible; 

it's not in there. 

MR. HUGHES: Question here? 

QUESTION: I was wondering, is it the DOE 

or the Fish h Wildlife Service that's doing the 30-acre 

grade sampling? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, the DOE and its 

contractors are doing that. And they're doing that as 

part of the conference of risk assessment, and it is 

regulated by the State and the EPA. We did request 

additional sampling - -  the EPA requested it, and DOE has 

agreed to do that. 

QUESTION: Is that five samples per grid? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, every 30 acres, we'll 

grab five soil samples. We'll combine those for 

analysis. So you've really got 500 samples, but we're 

only going to be doing laboratory analysis on the 

composites. 
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But, if you're talking about wind-blown, I 

mean, that's not going to be - -  there's two ways for 

stuff to get to - -  one is a point source like a dump. 

And you could miss that with this type of sampling. 

That's why Mark said that we are going to look for other 

anomalies. The State's already done its work there, 

which is as far as in the way of tire tracks, fresh dirt. 

They show up, and we'll review that again. 

And if anybody - -  I've heard a lot of 

statements in the last couple of weeks about, I know 

there was this happened or that happened. If anybody has 

personal knowledge that there's something that's being 

missed, I believe it's your obligation to come and tell 

us. Come and point on a - -  draw an excellent map, and 
we'll go look. 

But I think this - -  I mean, I'm not a 

physicist or a chemist sampling-design person; but the 

folks that do do that, they've come up with a sampling 

scheme, and our contaminants biologists concur and agree 

that it is an appropriate way to do the sampling. 

MR. HUGHES: Got a question all the way 

back here. 

QUESTION: I have two or three questions 

and a comment. 

MR. HUGHES: Can you please just give us 
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the questions. We gave everybody their three, so just 

the questions, please. 

QUESTION: Oh, just the questions. How - -  

will all the animals that will possibly be harvested 

under the hunting provisions be tested? 

MR. RUNDLE: You mean for radioactivity? 

We haven't considered requiring that. We're going to 

test the deer now. It would make sense that if they're 

clean now, and the site's being cleaned up and the 

sources are being removed, it would be unlikely that it 

would change later. That's a question I might want to 

pose to the State Health Department to see if they 

recommend that we do that. 

QUESTION: That was one issue. The other 

question I had was: I was curious about how those 

samples are going to be taken? The samples you're going 

to be taking, I thought it was 300 samples, was it 1007 

MR. SATTELBERG: There's about 120 

samples - -  there will be about 120 samples total, but if 

you count the five subsamples, it's over, like, 570 

subsamples. 

QUESTION: What's the actual procedure? 

Are you just taking - -  are going down a certain path? 

Are you taking the first couple of inches? Tell me how 

you're doing that. 
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MR. SATTELBERG: Basically. what 

they're - -  what the sampling plan calls for is less than 

a square foot, no deeper than 6 feet - -  6 feet? - -  
6 inches, I'm sorry. They collect it. They collect the 

same volume from each point, put it into a bowl, mix it 

up, put it into the actual sampling jar to transmit to 

the lab. 

QUESTION: If some of those samples that 

you retrieve violate the standards relative to the amount 

of contamination that would be permissible, what - -  how 

would you deal with that issue? What would you do? 

MR. SATTELBERG: Well, all the subsamples 

are surveyed in; and so we'd go back to that grid, find 

those five subsamples and probably sample each one 

individually. 

QUESTION: Okay. And then, having done 

that, and then, say, you isolated the area in particular, 

then what would you do? 

MR. SATTELBERG: Go through the normal 

process to see if there needs to be an action taken. 

QUESTION: Would you remove the - -  

MR. RUNDLE: The surface soil cleanup is 

50 picocuries. If they find a spot that's hotter than 

that, the DOE'S going to have to expand its cleanup and 

they'll have a new - -  a new site that they'll have to go 
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in and remediate. 

QUESTION: So that's the standard you'd be 

using then to evaluate - -  

MR. RUNDLE: In terms of the required 

cleanup. But if we found - -  you know, from what we know 

right now, this is all 0 to 1 out here (indicated). If 

we found 10 someplace, I think we'd start looking at 

where that came from. 

And that might affect - -  we'd have to 

consult with the health agencies if they didn't require 

cleanup, but it was still higher than the 7 that we're 

looking at now for the retained lands. 

MR. HUGHES: Good. Question here. Go 

ahead. And then one over here. Sir, go ahead. 

QUESTION: I was just going to make a 

statement that - -  

MR. HUGHES: Actually, we - -  

QUESTION: - -  while the website is down, 

people might be able to find a copy of some of the 

information on Google or other websites. 

MR. HUGHES: Please, question? 

QUESTION: Given the DOE'S and EPA's lack 

of credibility in doing scientific things like this, has 

anyone proposed, or has it been suggested, that an 

independent - -  truly independent scientific validation be 
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done of the processes and the methodologies for the 

testing? Something that passes a scientific, not a 

political. mandate? 

MR. RUNDLE: I guess I wouldn't accept 

that those agencies you mentioned are unreliable in terms 

of their testing. But there - -  and this is really a 

question that we need to direct to the RFCA parties. 

My understanding is there has been peer 

review data - -  or peer review analysis of various 

decisions along the way. So it's not totally RFCA 

parties in many cases. There have been other reviews. 

The soil action - -  I hope I yet this right. Mark, help 

me if I get it wrong - -  the Citizens Advisory Board had a 

significant grant. They hired an independent contractor 

to view the original surface soil cleanup levels, and 

that, I think, did have a significant bearing on changing 

those levels from what was originally proposed in 1996. 

You know - -  I've - -  I haven't been around 

Rocky Flats for a long time. I've been at the Arsenal 

four years, pretty close; and I don't see any indication 

that the Colorado Health Department is in any way 

inclined to cut slack to federal polluters. 

And I put a lot of - -  you know, CDPHE 

tells me, Yeah, this is true. I mean - -  and that's not 

that I don't trust DOE and the EPA, but, I mean, you've 
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got other than federal agencies that have to sign off on 

this. 

QUESTION: Just the federal agencies, 

though? 

MR. RUNDLE: No, it's the State of 

Colorado. The State of Colorado does not have a dog in 

the hunt in terns of - -  you know, they're not - -  I don't 

believe the State Health Department, Governor's office, 

is going to let any fed walk away from an unhealthy site 

for the citizens of Colorado. That's my personal 

opinion. 

MR. HUGHES: Good. Question up front? 

QUESTION: Is the only place that a person 

could bring a car and park - -  would it be only the access 

from Highway 93? 

MR. RUNDLE: That is correct. In all 

alternatives, the only vehicular access to the site would 

be through the current west access gate, going north, 

just at the corner of Section 16 and to the trailhead. 

That orange line (indicated), that would be the only 

vehicular access, except for parking lots along the 

perimeter of the trailheads. 

QUESTION: So then, would there still be 

access for hikers, then, to come to the south side of the 

refuge? Or would they be strictly - -  after they park 
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their car, would they only be able to go on the north 

side of the refuge? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, they could go south, 

but they'd either have to make a long hike, or - -  you 

know. We were asked for loops and we were asked for 

connectivity. So I think if you wanted to hike the south 

side or the north side, you could park and do one of the 

loops that's there. If you wanted to hike all the way 

through, you'd probably have to leave a vehicle at both 

ends. 

MS. SHANNON: Are you asking whether you 

can access from Arvada? Is that the question? 

QUESTION: No. I was wondering, though, 

how - -  if you had to park, which is more on the north, I 

don't see a connecting trail where people could then walk 

from their cars and then hike on the south side. 

MR. RUNDLE: Oh, I see what you're saying. 

QUESTION: Is there a trail? 

MR. HUGHES: There's a trail. It starts 

right here (indicated). 

MR. RUNDLE: Yeah. There is a proposal 

out there for the front range trail to run from, like, 

Pueblo up to Fort Collins, or at least the Springs to 

Fort Collins. That's not sited there. That's a state 

park lead. We think that's going to go someplace around 
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the 93 corridor, so we'd have a trail going out the west 

gate area, not precisely sited right now, that would 

connect up with that one. 

MS. SHANNON: If it went along that 

corridor, it may not. 

MR. RUNDLE: It could yo east too. 

MS. SHANNON: There's been a suggestion 

that it yo east too, like, going that way (indicated). 

MR. RUNDLE: As Laurie said, we did not 

put a - -  you know, the east side along Indiana is not the 

most scenic or exciting part of the site. You don't get 

that rolling topography. You're out of the tall grass. 

No decision made yet. We think it's 

likely there will be a transportation corridor 

improvement, and how we're involved in that is in their 

scoping, and what we're telling the corridor people is 

that you need to provide a multi-modal route there if 

you're going to have a highway or widen Indiana. You 

need to make provisions there for bikes and equestrians 

and pedestrians within that right-of-way as opposed to 

giving the right-of-way up, and then taking more refuge 

land for more trails. 

MR. HUGHES: Question here. 

QUESTION: When you're talking about your 

wildlife first viewpoint, have you taken into 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

consideration that - -  I mean, how have you looked at the 

cancer latency period with animals that live on the site? 

You're saying you have an endangered species on this 

site. How is this endangered species being affected by 

the contamination on the site? Have you done any studies 

on that - -  or how it might surface? I mean, these 

animals don't live 20 to 30 years, which is the cancer 

latency period. 

MR. RUNDLE: Ut-huh. 

QUESTION: So how might you, you know, 

determine whether or not these animals are being killed 

off just naturally by death? Or if, you know, the cancer 

is actually having an effect on these already 

endangered - -  you know, their numbers are already 

relatively small? How are you going to put an animal 

that's already endangered on a site that could endanger 

them more? 

MR. RUNDLE: Well, they're already there. 

And that's - -  to me - -  and we don't have a lot - -  I don't 

have any data on whether the Preble's meadow jumping 

mouse, which is the threatened species out there - -  we 

don't have any sampling for those. We try not to use 

lethai techniques to sample an endangered species. 

But the bioassay is that these animals are 

there - -  there are actually sites within the DOE retained 
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- 

lands in Walnut Creek and Woman Creek, that have 

successful mouse populations. Now, I don't think that - -  

I don't know the particular biology of the species 

extremely well, but you're talking about a 

one-to-two-year life cycle max on a mouse. So you're 

right. It would be unlikely that mortality would be 

caused by cancer from plutonium. 

We have looked - -  there have been studies 

of wildlife uptake and plants done by Colorado State 

University in the '70s and '80s; we've looked at that. 

We're going to look at the deer now. And, so far, we 

have not - -  of the data that's available - -  had an 

indication that radionuclide contamination is impacting 

wildlife populations. 

I'm not aware of any die-offs or 

abnormalities in wildlife that are on the site. And 

that's - -  typically how we monitor on national wildlife 

refuges is. we don't have the resources to do a lot of 

analytical testing of soil and water and vegetation, but 

we do get to things - -  because that's one of the great 

values of wildlife, is that they are such a great 

indicator of the environmental health for people. If you 

have rich and abundant wildlife - -  I mean, those critters 

out there - -  I mean, they spend their whole life there, 

not a thousand hours a year and not a couple of.hours a 

I 
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month. 

If, you know, they're doing pretty well 

and they're reproducing well and their populations are 

stable within their normal fluctuations, I think that's a 

very good indicator. In fact, for a lot of urban youth, 

when we do education, they say, What good is wildlife? I 

don't hunt and fish. And it's the wildlife that tells 

you if that's a safe place for people. 

QUESTION: Okay. So what happens when, 

you know, maybe they're not dying off from the cancer, 

but perhaps the contamination is creating gene mutations 

and everything like that, throughout all their multiple 

generations. A couple of years down the line, you might 

see mutations and stuff like that. Who's going to be - -  

what's going to happen if that ends up - -  

MR. RUNDLE: We will continue to monitor 

the populations and the habitat quality for the 

endangered species. If you look in the wildlife 

management - -  parts of the CCP - -  and so there will be 

live capture. And if our biologists are finding animals 

that are abnormal, you know, then - -  that's when we start 

asking questions and start asking for funding to look at 

why that's happening. 

Or if the habitat's good, you know, in 

terms of stem density and species composition, and we get 
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a handle on the weeds and things, and we still see 

population problems, you know, that's the kind of thing 

where we'll go and seek funding to do more indepth 

testing. But we kind of use that population monitoring 

on refuges, because we are a management entity and not a 

research entity. And that's where we 90 look, is when we 

start seeing things. 

QUESTION: At that point, would you keep 

humans off the land? 

MR. RUNDLE: You know, I don't know. I 

think it would depend on what de-re seeing and where - -  

and where it was. We're trying to keep people out of the 

Preble's habitat pretty much. If you look at this trail 

system, we're staying out of the more sensitive 

riparian - -  I mean, you mentioned in testimony the need 

for - -  to look at corridors and its effects on wildlife. 

Alternative A, all the roads and the culverts that 

fragment habitat could stay in. Alternative B, we're 

pulling most of that fragmentation out and greatly 

reducing the amount of trail fragmentation. 

So most of the trails are not in the 

Preble's areas. 

But I think in Rocky Flats for a 

considerable amount of time, we'll be pretty sensitive to 

any changes we see and consulting with the RFCA parties. 
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And I think that's - -  I think these discussions that are 

upcoming about long-term stewardship and what level of 

monitoring will go on in the future and whether that 

would include biomonitoring. Those are important 

discussions and I would encourage you, if you have ideas 

on how to incorporate biomonitoring into the long-term 

monitoring, then we'd like to hear that; and DOE, I 

think, would like to hear that as well. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Good. Two more. 

QUESTION: Dean, isn't it the case that 

the sampling method that you referred to actually would 

have the effect of diluting plutonium concentrations in 

two ways? One is depth. If you're taking 6 inches 

instead of the plutonium on the surface, like 3 

centimeters or something like that. And the other way 

that you dilute it is that you take five samples from 30 

acres and then average them together. So if there's 

really a higher level in there, it gets averaged away. 

MR. RUNDLE: Clearly, there's dilution - -  

and Mark can jump in - -  but I think what Mark said 

earlier is that what we think is that there is - -  what 

the current science tells us is it's so low, that if 

there's anything elevated, we're going to go back and 

look, because there's probably one of the samples was a 

hotter spot than the others. So if we see things that - -  
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what's the krig - -  what's the name of that map? 

MS. SHANNON: Kriging. 

MR. RUNDLE: Kriging map, you know, and we 

see a - -  you know, less than one, and we pull a composite 

of that area that's a three, I figure you're going to see 

a lot more Sam - -  I*m going to ask for a lot more 

sampling in the area,-- additional sampling from where 

that was taken to find out what the maximums are. 

I think that - -  and, Mark, if I'm stepping 

on it, let me know - -  it*s like, if you see those 

elevated levels, you're going to look for more. And the 

sampling gives us the opportunity to look at more dirt 

this way than taking the smaller samples that are less 

than we - -  

QUESTION: You don't really answer my 

question - -  

MR. RUNDLE: I'm sorry. Mark, why don't 

you try? 

QUESTION: - -  as far as it dilutes the 

sample. 

MR. SATTELBERG: Well, as far as the two 

dilution factors. The first one going down to 6 inches, 

they get as much as they can at the surface. It's Rocky 

Flats, so there's a lot of rocks in there. And the 

rocks, you can't analyze for it. So they have to take 
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the rocks off until they get the sample. 

Secondly, if we were looking for a hot 

spot, yes, we would probably be diluting the sample; but 

we're not expecting to see the hot spots in the buffer 

zone. We're looking for the aerial dispersion, and so we 

think it's going to be pretty homogeneous as far as the 

concentrations across the buffer zone. 

And so we don't think we're going to be 

diluting. We're actually just, basically, averaging what 

we're seeing over that 30 acres. 

QUESTION: I want to ask a second 

question. It has to do with your statement that the 

concentrations of plutonium in the buffer zone are 

between 0 and 1 picocurie. The only map I've seen is 5 

picocuries or less, and that's over the whole buffer 

zone. There's a lot of difference between 5 picocuries 

and 1 or 0 .  

MR. RUNDLE: I agree that there's a lot of 

difference. And I think I said two things. I think once 

I said that all the area that's proposed outside the 

refuge transfer, that the highest levels we know of in 

that are 5. And that's over on this side (indicated). 

But in the northern and western buffer 

zones, that map that I've seen shows 1 or less. So, 

yeah, 5 out here (indicated) - -  
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QUESTION: Could you yet me that map? I 

haven't seen it. 

MR. RUNDLE: Yeah, we can yet it for you. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Good. One more 

question up here, and we're out of time. 

QUESTION: I'll phrase it as a question, I 

think. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. 

QUESTION: I think it's great that the 

Fish h Wildlife Service recognizes the opportunity to 

restore the area to a presettlement fire regime with the 

noxious weed burning and prescribed burning. I also 

noticed in the DEIS that equestrian uses will be used in 

certain places in some of the alternatives. I'm 

wondering if the Fish h Wildlife Service has considered 

the introduction of noxious weed seeds from horse manure 

in there? 

MR. RUNDLE: Right. 

QUESTION: And also on trails where 

there's a higher chance that noxious weeds would plant 

and take up residence there. 

MR. RUNDLE: It's a real good question. 

And what immediately comes up internally within the 

Agency - -  horses, weeds. I think a lot of studies have 

been done that - -  you know, I'm not sure that it's not a 
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red herring, because weeds can also come in vibrant soles 

and bicycles tires and the wind. And if you look at the 

draft compatibility determination that's in the plan for 

allowing horse and bicycle use, you will see one of the 

stipulations there is that we have a volunteer 

cooperative agreement with an equestrian group that will 

police manure up off the trails on a weekly basis. 

So if we don't yet one of the equestrian 

groups that requested access to step up and say, Yeah, 

we'll come in and take the manure and weed source out, 

then we're not going to have equestrian use. We've made 

that a stipulation in order for that use to be 

compatible. 

I can tell you, though, that there are 

significant inva - -  there's great natural biodiversity on 

the site and the botanical community sod has never been 

broken. It wasn't farmland. 

The mining activities are almost an 

unlimited source of weed infestation. And the 

surrounding - -  I mean, we're not alone in this. The open 

spaces that are managed by local governments also have 

difficulties. So the weed war is going to be really 

important to us. 

I don't think that with the amount of 

disturbance caused by the - -  this industrial mining over 
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here (indicated), which really creates that root hold for 

these noxious weeds to get a foothold and spread, that 

the recreational uses are a significant weed source. 

We are going to really cut down on the 

width of the - -  we're going to put our trails where 

there's gravel roads now, 90 percent of it. We'll be 

narrowing those corridors where weeds are common now. As 

road grading goes on that was needed for the DOE security 

maintenance, you know, we'll reduce those disturbances. 

So they won't be zero, but I don't think that horses or 

hikers are going to be the primary'source of weeds at 

Rocky Flats. 

MR. HUGHES: Okay. Do you want to hear 

something from Joe? 

MR. RUNDLE: Sure. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He doesn't really, 

but . . . . 

MR. LEGARE: I just want to make sure that 

something - -  it wasn't misconstrued, and I'll get to my 

question. 

And it was: You were talking about an 

additional 500 samples or so in the buffer zone in the 

methodology, but isn't it true that that's in addition to 

about 130,000 samples in 10,000 locations of surface 

water, ground water, surface soil, and subsurface soil 
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that we've already taken, that have been qualified? 

The actual total number of samples is much 

greater than 130,000, but those are the ones where we've 

had qualification at the EPA, and the State has seen as 

well. And that's really the basis to date for what we 

know about the site. 

In addition, you were talking about these 

other spots on these 30-acre grids, where there's no 

suspected contamination, but where we've negotiated and 

agreed that it was reasonable to take a look there 

anyway. 

MR. RUNDLE: Yes. 

MR. HUGHES: Having stretched the ground 

rules to the absurd, go see Joe on the 14th of April. 

Any last questions that have to be answered, or shall we 

say good night? 

QUESTION: One question. Could you repeat 

the location and the time of the meeting on April 14th. 

MR. LEGARE: City Hall. 

QUESTION: Oh, I'm sorry. 

MR. LEGARE: Oh, is it up there? 

MR. HUGHES: Broomfield City Hall, six to 

eight, April 14th. Okay. Done? 

MR. RUNDLE: Thank you. Thank you very 

much. 
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1 MR. HUGHES: Thank you for your comments 

2 . . . WHEREUPON, the public hearing was 

3 concluded at R : 4 0  p.m. 
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